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PREFACE

"Now, what | want is, Facts. Teach these boys and girls nothing but Facts.
Facts alone are wanted in life. Plant nothiig elss, and root out everything else.
You can only form the minds of reasoning animals upon Facts; nuthing else will
evar be of any service to them. This Is the principle upon which | bring up my own
chlidren, and this is the princlple upon which | bring up these children. Stick to the
Facts, Sirl” Thus spake Thomas Gradgrind. So, Mr. MacChoakumchild began In
hig best manner. He and soms one hundred and forty other schocimasters, had
been lately turned out at the same time, in the same factory, on the same

principles, iike 80 many piano legs.....Ah, rather overdone MacChoakumchild, if he
had only learmed a little less, how infinitely hutter he might have taught wuch
more.

~Charles Dickens, Rard Times

It has been a distinct pleasure for me to have been associated with the
MacArthur/Spencer special series in edicational financa. These monographs span an enormous
renge of intellectual disciplines which tnclude historical studias, lagal studies, policy papers, as
well as the usual econometric and empirical, quansitative studies in schoo! finance. Comes now
Dr. Brendan A. Rapple cf the O’Nelli Library, 2aston College, with what | thoroughly belisve will
be one of the mors thought-proveking studies in the earies. In this, the fourtesnth monograph of
the series, wa return to the histerical mode of inquiry used in tha-first two monographs in the
MacArthur/Spencer studies. Tiis :3, however, history done with & purpose, anc that purpose Is
to iniorm the current public policy ¢'scussions over acacuntability and economic sfficisncy in the
public schools. In number aleven of this saries, the Centar for the Study of Educational Finance
began an smpirical investigation of “technical sconomic efficiency” In the public schaols of
lilinois. The Center shall continu® that ling of inquiry ard expand it later with incre conceptual
and theoretical approaches to the efficiency” subject. However, the authors expressed, upon
the publication of moncgraph number eleven, considerable doubls and misgivings about this
entire approach to ”economic sfficiancy” in public education. Sureiy, nathing in the particular
historical study published here allays those doubts; indeed, our res>rvasions about the entire
topic of efficiency and accountability in education are now gvsr atronger, having finished
reading the Rapple work.

Dr. Rapple concludes, for example, that after thirty-five yzars of British experiencs,
"reward for effect” was a deep and dismal failure. ”Long-term zducational bonefits,” he says,
"were sacrificed to the short-term financial rsward.” And ha warns that, "trus accountabllity in
education should not be facilely linked to mechanical examination results.” any will surelv
applaud his conclusions. But, like any gocd study, more queslions are raised here than are
answered. Does this mean that all attempts at educational accountability based upon lest
resuits, in any country, are equally doomed to failure? Or does it only tnean that this particular
experiment in the educational history of England and Wales somahow want desperately wrong?
Is it, indeed, pcssible to separate this experiment frem the Victorian context in which it took
place? Professicnal historians would be extremely reluctant to draw any conclusions applicable
to presentday United States from an educational system intanded to serve a very highly
socially-stratified society, like that of iate ISth century England and Wzles. But given the
proliferation of accountability statutes in the United Statas, including the "School District Report
Card” in the state of lllinols, Rapple’s warnings are very well timed. Certainly, It would be
tragic if the district reporiing requirements in any state, Including lilinols, ware to end up
limiting, rather than expanding, educational opgortunities. Nothing, absolutely nothing, could
be further from the minds of the authors of the accountability statutes than that.
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George Santayane once sald, “Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to
repeat it.” But Earl Warren, queting G.B. Shaw, quoting Hegel, sald, "The only thing we learn
from history, is that we do not learn from history.” However, the stakes are too great for schoo!
children In ilinols to ignore Santayana’s warning. Therafore, befors we go much further with
accountability and economic efficiency in illinols public schools, we had better have a thorough
discussion of Rapple’s work on the British experience with “reward for effect.” We cannot be
so stupid in the Unlted States as to Ignore thres and half decades of experience, even If it was a
century ago in a scclety much iess open than our own.

Brendan Rapple happens to be a speaker and reader of the Gaelic, so | will conclude In
that language. But since he reads and speaks the Irigsh Gaselic, rathar than the Scots Gaelic, |
had better include the English translation for his sake, as v:sll as for the reader’s. Bha sibh
sgricbh leabhar gle mhath, meal-a-naidheachdl (You have written a very good book,
congratulations!) You may have also just proven Polyblus to have been right: ”History ofiers the
best training for those who are to take part in public affairs.”

Dr. Rapple and | express our appreciation to Professor Chris Eissle of lllinols State
University for his careful reading of the manuscript and his suggestions for improvement and
structure. As in all studlies in the MacArthur/Spencsr series, the conclusions of fact or opinion
are those of the author alone and do not necessarily constitute those of the Center for the Study
of Educationa! Finance, liinois State University, or any funding source. Readers are also
encouraged to correspond directly with major authors in the series on any topic they consider

worth further investigation. Dr. Rapple can bs reached at the O’Nelli Library, Boston Coilege,
Chestnut Hill, MA 02167.

G.A. Karnes Wallis Hickrod

The Distinguished Professor of Educational Administration and
Foundations, lilinols State University;

Director, Center for the Study of Educational Financs

Nermal, llinols

February, 1980
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PAYMENT BY EDUCATIONAL RESULTS:
AN IDEA WHOSE TIME HAS GONE?
Thirty-five Years of Experimentation with
Educational Efficiency in England (1862-1897)

Elementary Education Until the Newcastle Commiss’on

"Payment by results,” a pervasive method of accountability in English and Welsh
elementary education, was a system whereby a schosl’s governmental grant depended for the
most part on how well pupils answered in the annual examination conducted by Her Majesty’s
Inspectors. In turn, reviled and lauded by commentators from its inception in 1862, the scheme
endured for three and a half decades during the second haif of the nineteenth century. The
following pages review payment by results-treating its origin, its principles, itz practice, and its
effects—in an attempt to establish whether viiification or praise is its rightful due.

It is often posited that state involvement was an anathema to most British during the
nineteenth century. However, such gross generalizations are frequently misleading. In this
case, it is extremely sasy to demonstrate both truth and inaccuracy. While very many during
this long period did hold that personal liberly was well nigh sacred, as the century progressed,
the role of state power steadlly grew and the widely held perception of the state as a gross bets
noire gradually declined. Nevertheless, much of the Victorian age was, indeed, marked by a
high ievel of individualism and staunch trust in private enterprise; and, in fow spheres, was this
more evident than in that of education. To many Victorians, for whom Samuel Smiies’
persuasive injunction of ”Self Heip” was to be obeyed at ail costs, it was essential to preserve
education free from the encroaching tentacles of governmental inierference. The principies of
lalssez faire were to be earnestly embraced in all areas. indeed, it was as late as 1870 that a
comprehensive state system of elementary education was established: even then, it remained &
dual system with the various denominations taking their part in previding schoois. Morcover, it
was the twentisth century, 1302, before a state secondary system was introduced.

Of course, the Government had been invoived in the realm of educational provision long
before those two dates. From the early years of the nineteenth century, a number of bills were
introduced, many still-born, which sought to extend the power of the state over elementary
education. One which did pass was Sir Robert Peel’s 1802 "Health and Morals of Apprentices
Act” which obliged factory owners to provide free teaching for their young apprentices for a part
of every working day. The working of this Act was, for the miost part, ineffectual, but ”it at leas
represented the beginning of government interest and State action In the educational sphere.”
Five years later, Samuel Whitbread unsuccessfully introduced his ”Parochial Schools Bill”
which sought to establish a countrywide system of parish schools, aided by the rates which
wouid provide two years of free schooling to poor chiidren. In 1820, greatly influenced by
findings of the 1816-1818 Parliamentary Select Committees which reported very serious
inadequacies and problems in the existing meager elementary education, Henry Brougham put
forward a "Parish Schools Bill,” the main terms of which revolved about the astablishment of a
national system, but one whereby the staff and curricula were under the contro! of the Church of
Engiand. However, though religious instruction was to be nondenominational, it was insvitabie
that the Bill wouid fail due to the opposition of the Dissenters and Catholics.

A dramatic step was taken in 1833, when the first state money was granted to eiemen-
tary education; hitherto, all schoois and teachers’ salaries had been provided by voluntary,
generally religious, organizations. However, it wouid be wrong to imagine that goveriimental
benefice heralded an immediate and dramatic death knefl to voluntary activity, for the 1833
grant, intended to assist in the erection of school buildings, amounted to only £20,000. This
pauitry sum, as has frequently been pointed out by commentators, was far iower than that

6

P R T L T




expended on the upkeep of Her Majesty’s stables. The money was given to two religious
societies for disposal, the Natlonal Socisty for Promoting the Education of the Poor In the
Principles of the Established Church throughout England and Wales, founded in 1811, and the
Nonsanformist Royal Lancastrian institution, later known as the British and Forsign School
Soclety, founded in 1808. Moreover, there was an important stipulaticn that local subscriptions
for the erection of a school should amount to at Isast 50% of the grant monsy. As the Church of
England’s Nationel Soclsty had more resources and, accordingly, was better able to organize
the 509 donation, it scon began to receive more of the £20,000 than the British Soclety. In
fact, by,_1839, when the grant was increased to £30,000, about 809% of it went to Anglican
schools.“ Religious societies continued to be given the annual grant, though, after 1847,
organizations other than the National Society and the British Society gere entitled to share In it,
thereby benefiting Catholics, Jews and those of other denominations.

In 1839, six years after the first State grant to education, the Queen set up a Committee {

of the Privy Council for Education, under the Secretaryship of Dr. James Kay (afterwards Sir :
James Kay Shuttleworth), "for the consideration of all matters affecting the education of the .
people,” and “to superintend the application of any sums voted by Parliament for the purpose
of promoting public education.”® This was "the first governinental body responsible for any
form of education in modern England.”> A most imporiant and early result of this national
administrative educational body was the institution, in 1840, of the position of Her Majesty’s
Inspector of Schools (H.M.L.), to ensure the inspaction of all schools eligible to receive grants.
; Because of pressure from the Anglicans, a Concordat was issued decreeing that the Church of
England would approve inspectors of gchools of that denomination, the inherent result being
that these were Invariably clergymen.” However, it was decided that only faymen could be
mombers of the Committee of Council in order that they might not be viewed as representatives
of the churches. By far, the feremost factor in the slow development of any truly stats
controlled elementary system centered on what came to be known as the "religious difficulty,”
essentially, a struggle between ths various religious deneminations and secular organizations
concerning who would hold the reins of power in a state system and concerning whether or not
religion would be taught in schools and what forin it would take. This conflict between the rival
claims of religion and secularism over the control of schools and their curricula was bitter and
lasted for most of the century. As Jarman writes, it 7continually checked educational develop-
ment and made it slow and laborious” and for a long time it proved to bg an exceedingly
difficult obstacle in the way of establishing any real state system of education.

Mpeat  mmp ot u

l Nevertheless, though still painfully slow, the encroachment of the government into the
educational sphere contir.ued, as did the state's expenditure in this area. For example, in 1848,
t the state entered the area of teacher training when Kay Shuttlewerth-who, earlier, in 1840, had
established his own teacher training college in London at Batterssa~drew up his Mjpute on
teacher training whereby grants ware awarded to apprentice and certificated teachers.” Then,
from 1853, rural schoois were eligible to receive capitation grants for the encouragement of
; regular attendance. As it was soon found impossible to confine this capitation grant to poorer,
. country localities, it was quickly extended to schools throughout the nation, oven those in
' towns. 0 Thus, the Committee of Council was responsible for paying out three major grants;
| the grant for the erection of school buildings, the grant for the training of teachers, and the
| capitation grant. In addition to these three expenditures, it was the responsibility of the
| Committee of Council to “make grants for the purchase of baoks and apparatus, and afford a
certain degree of aid to the education of the chiidren of vagrants and to that of other children
who cannot properly be allowed to associate with the families of respectable parents.”
However, the government gave no financial aid for the education of paupers and those in
| prisons and reformatories. 1 With all these expenses, it is not surprising that the amount of the
! grant voted each year increased until, by 1859, it had risen to £723,115, not perhaps an incon-
sequential amount. However, this pales into some insignliicance when set beside the nearly

2 7




£78,000,000 spent on the Crimesan war.12 Still, Barnard is correct in observing that the tenta-
tive period of state involvemant was over: "q%nceforward the Government was committed to a
definite policy in educational administration.”

Report of the Newcastle Commission

As the 1850s drew to a close, significant advances had bean made in the educational
sphere since the first state grant in 1833. Nevertheless, there was some agreement among
interested parties throughout the country that the condition of education still left much to be
desired and that the education of the lower classes was frequently appallingly lacking. As a
reaction to mounting criticism, in 1358, there was appointed a Royal Commission chaired by the
Duke of Newcastle, the aim of which was ”to Inquire into the Present State of Popular Education
in England, and to consider and report what Measures, if any, are required for the Extension of
sound and cheap Elementary Instruction to all Classes of the People.” Though the government
was intent on extending education it waf a sine qua non that it be "cheap,” because of the run
on the coffers due to the Crime? War. 4 Indeed, Gladstore, himself, was particularly keen to
raduce the education budget.1 The Commission’s findings were a mixture of praise and
criticism for England’s elementary schocls. It was clearly recognized that progress had been
made at the elementary lavel since the early decades of the century when the rigid monitorial
system of Bell and Lancaster held sway. More children were now attending %chool, the figure
adduced being 1 in 7.7 of the population (the figure in 1851 was 1 in 8.36).1 However, the
frequent irregularity and uncartainty of this attendance was not conducive to good education.
Moreover, very few stayed on after the age of thirteen. ”The statistics of school attendance . . .
show that the children of the poorer classes are usually sent to school, with more or less
regularity, in the more favorable cﬁes until they are about 12, and in the less favorable cases
until they are about 10 years old.” By no means, did everyone want working class children
to remain at school into the teen-age years. As one of the Assistant Commissioners, James
Fraser, reported:

Even if it were possible, | doubt whether it would be desirable, with a view
to the real interests of the paasant boy, to keep him at school till he was 14 or 15
years of age. But it is not possible. We must make up our minds to see the last of
him, as far as the day school is concerned, at 10 or 11. We must frame our system
of education upen this hypothesis; and | venture to maintain that it is quite possible
to teach a child soundly and thoroughly, in a way that he shall not forget it, all that
It is necessary for him to p1obssess in the shape of intellectual attainment, by the
time that he is 10 years old.

Though not everyone would have advocated that all children should leave schooi at such
an early age, most of the Commissioners would have agreed that children of working class
parents should, themselves, adopt the practical attributes of that class. As Gordon and Lawton
observe, "The Newcastle Report Is often quoted as a classic example of a nineteenth-century
official document rec%mmend!ng an elementary curriculum which was not only limited but
deliberately inferior.” 1 Still, one of the major findings cf the Commission was the inadequacy
of the basic eduration received by the young pupils: ”the junior classes in the schools,
comprehending the great majority of the children, do not learn, or learn i%mrfectly, the most
nacessary part of what they come to isarn—reading, writing and arithmetic.”

There were dlfferences of opinion among the Commissioners over the continuance of the
Government grant. A minority held that the state had no responsibility in providing education
except to the very poor or criminal. However, the majority consideted it proper that the state
should assist in the maintenance of education. Accordingly, the Commissioners proposed that




the future governmental grant be based on three features—attendanca, the condition of the
school buildings, and the H.M...'s report-and that a system of “payment by results” be intro-
duced. Asa method of accountability it was proposed:

{0 institute a searching examination by competent authority of every child in every
school to which grants are to be paid, with the view of ascertaining whether these
indispensabie elements of knowledge are thoroughly acquired, and to make the
prospects and position of the teacher dependent, to a considerable extent, on the
resulis of this examination. if teachers had a motive of this kind to see that all the
children under their charge really learned to read, write, and cipher thoroughly
well, there can be little doubt that *hey would generally find means to secure that
result, and the presence of such a motive would do more towardz the production of
the required effect than any remodeling of the training colluge system. . . .there
can be no sort of doubt that if (a teacher) finds that his inces dapends on the
condition that his scholars do learn to read, whilst (another teache:j 2 pe'd aaually
well whether they do so or not, the first will teach more children to read than the
second. . . .The object is to find some constant and stringent motive to induce
them to do that part of their duty which is at once mest unpleasant and most impor-
tant. Every security is at pregent taken to enable them to do it, and to show them
that it ought to be done, but sufficient effort is not made to ascertain that it reallél is
done. The alterations which we recommend will, we trust, supply this omission. 1

It is possible that some today might be shocked by the Commissioners’ emphasis on ths
financi~{ aspect of education and the necessity of accountability. However, this wes in kesping
with the period's parvasive Utilitarian philosophy and the typical Victorian desire to obtaln value
for money spent by the Government. ”The Commissloners held the common view of the period
that the notion of accountability, so vitg] to a well-run business, shouid be applied vigorously to
all forms of government expenditure. ” In fact, an American educationist, isaac Sharpless,
President of Haverford College, Pennsylvenia, writing in 1892 towards the end of the system,
implied that paying by results was peculiarly suited to the English psyche: "It satisfies the
Engllshman'gsldea of fairness, and of the propriety of equivalence rendered for public money
expended.” However, the Newcastle Commissioners were by no means ihs first to suggest
this principle as there had besn a number of precedents during the previous coupie of decades.
Payment by results hau been assoclated with the pupil-teacher system of 1846, whereby the
salaries of the trainee teachers and their teachers depended on success in the yearly examina-
tion. Another echems, initiated in 1853, had the Committee of Council paying a capitation grant
to schools provided that a certain proportion of pupils passed an examination conducted by an
H.M.l. However, this system of accountability did not last very long due to inspectors’ lack of
time, their reglect and absence of consistency. In the late 1850s, The Depariment of Science
and Art also employed & similar scheme whereby science and drawing t%ichers could receive a
bonus for meritorious answering by their puplls in annual examinations.“* Nevertheless, there
was no recommendation by the Commissioners for a state system, nor was education to be free,
nor was it to be cempulsory. in deciding against compulsion it was declared that:

independence Is of more importance than education; and if the wages of the
child’s labor are necessary, either to keep the parents frem the poor rates, or o
relieve the pressure of severe and bitter poverty, it is far better that it should go to
work at the oerlisst age at which it can bear the physical exertion than that it
shouldzgemaln at school. There can be no doubt that this necessity sometimes
exista.

Moreover, state compulsion was viewed by the Commissioners as being distinctiy
un-English. The administrators of any such system ”vould be brough& énto coilision with the
sonstitution of English soclety and the habits and feelings of the peopie.”
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The Revisad Code and Payment by Results Proposed

in a nation where any educational question invariably provoked wide discussion, it was
natural that the Report of the Newcastie Commissioners engendered heated debate, and not
least in the Commitiee of Council. In parllament, on July 11, 1861, the last day of the session,
Robert Lowe, Vice-President of the Education Department, responded to the findings and
recommendations of the Report. He considered that there were four main criticisms made by
the Commission of the workings of the Education Department: one, that the existing arganization
was too expensive; two, that the instruction provided was defective; three, that the system was
excessively complex; and, four, that remote rural areas and the poorer parts of towns were not
being weli served. He agreed that the expenditure was exorbitant and that it was now essential
to introduce economies. Similarly, he found certain justice in the Commissioners’ complaint
regarding the deficlent instruction, declaring that the Commiitee of Council may have bsen
wrong in falling to provide some accountability concerning the quality of the teaching: "we think
It quite possible that we have erred in not devising some machinery for testing more particularly
the results. So far we may have something to answer Br if reading, writing, and arithmetic
have not $9 much attention paid to them as they ought.” He also assented to the complaint
concerning the complexity of the prevalling system, explaining that the Committee of Council
had to deal with over €,000 managers of schools and to pay by post 23,000 certificated teachers
and pupll-teachers, an immense bureaucracy which entalied "enormous expense and labor.”
The last of the Commissioners’ criticisms, that under the present system it was impossible for
some of the more remote country areas and some of the poorer parts of the towns to contribute
sufficlent funds for matching the governmental grant, was aiso accepted by Lowe. However, he
believed that as things now stood litile rouild be done to rectify this problem: “the evil
ccmplalne% of cannot, although it may be mitigated, be, under present circumstances,
obviated.”<8

Turning to the Commissioners’ recommendations for reforni, iLowe diplomatically
rejected most of them (the principle of payment by results he did indeed accept) in favor of
proposals, mainly drawn up by Ralph Lingen (Kay Shuttleworth’s successor as Secretary to the
Committee of Council) and himself, which he dec,‘lgred wouid be embodied in a Minute to be
placed before the Commons as soon as possible He was sanguine that the complexity of
the existing system could be eliminated by simpli.ying the method of paying the teachers and
pupil-teachers. He proposed—-this was also recommended by the Commissioners—that payment
was to be made directly to the managers who would discharge the funds to the teachers,
thereby ellmlnatln% 6he need of the Committee of Councii to pay by mail each individual teacher
and pupil-teacher.”” In addition, the augmeritation grants to both kinds of teachers instituted by
the 1846 Minutes were to be abolished and a system of capitation grants was to be substituted.
Certain conditions had to be satisfied before payment of the capitation grant: it was to be based
on the number of attendances of pupiis above & certain number; the inspector had to determine
that the school was in a fit state; the teacher was to be certificated. Furthermore, Lowe
propesed an annual examination of each pupil in the three R's to be conducted by the
Inspactor:

If a child pass in the whole the full capitation grant wili be given; but if ke
faii in writing, for instance, one-third of the grant will be withdrawn; if he fall in
both reading and writing two-thirds will be withheld; whl!ﬁ If he fail in reading,
writing, and arithmetic, no portion of the grant will be paid.

This was the system which was to become generaily known as payment by resuits,
though, as we have seen, analogous systems had existed earlier. A prime motivation was to
ensure "that the capitation grant, when paid, shall be paid only upon our being reasonably
satisfled that the desired results have been attained.” It was .so a declared objective "to
secure, as far as possible, that the attention of the master shau not be confined to the upper
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class of his school, but shall be given to the whole, and we endeavor to effect that object by
making the payment uf tge capitation grant depend upon the manner In which [the teacher] has
instructed each child.”3 As was iald out more specifically, two and a half weeks later in the
Minute, puplis were to be examined according to four groups: Group i for children aged
between 3 and 7, Group Il for those between 7 and 9, Group 1! for those between O and 11,
Group 1V for those aged 11 and upwards. No grant could be claimed a second time by a chiid
who had once pagged In Group IV. This effectively signifled that children over 11 were not
eligible for grants.

Lowe was convinced of the benefits which would necessarlly result from these
proposals. The Privy Councll, itsslf, would remair unaltsred: only the mathod of payment would
change, a simpler, more convenient method being substituted for a more compiex one.
Managers would be enabled to go about their jobs with greater ease. A teacher wouid have a
much greater Incentive to teach well: If his pupils falled, he would be disgraced before his
manager; if they did well, he would be praised and be in a position to rise In his profession.
The emphasis, Lowe was categorical, was now to be on officlency and quantifiable results. As
he declared, neatly applying his paolitical phiiosophy to the educational sphere, ”Hitherio we
have bgen living under a system of bounties and protection; how we propose to have a little free
trade.” Of course, Lowe's advocacy of the forces of political economy was totaily in keeping
with the period’s utilitarian, lalssez-faire, and entreprensurial Ze ?elst. as well as thg
Government's earnest desire to cut down on educationai expenditure. On July 29, 1861 the
Minute was published.

Reactions o Lowe’s Proposals

Lowe’s recommendations, especially those reiating to making payment depend on
results, engendered voclferous reactions among both his fellow educationists and his
countrymen at large. An excellent source of hundreds of critiques is contained in Vol. LX! of
British Perliamentary Papers under the heading "Coples of all Memorials and Letters which have
been addressed to the Lord President of the Councll or to the Secrotary of the Committee of
Counclil on Education, on the Subject of the Revised Codeseby the Authorities of any Educational
Society, Board, or Committes, or of any Training School.” ¢ ~ A Ietter particularly antagonistic to
Lowe's proposals was sent on 4 November 1861, to Earl Granville by James Kay Shuttleworth
who even came out of retirement to found an Anti-Code Committes. In this lsttor Kay Shut-
lleworth displayed contempt for Lowe's notion that "a little fre trads” should be introduced into
the educational process. Thes moral sphere of education had nothing to do with political
economy. Teachers gt}ould not be tested s "comn and cotton” and *be subject to the law of
supply and demand.” He also argued that the valuable time of the Ingpectors which would
now be devoted to the *mechanical drudgery” of examining each pupll individually would be
wasted, thereby ieaving him far too liftle time to attend to the religious and moral climate of the
school, and its general organization. Moreover, the Inspector, he belleved, was by no means
always the best person to conduct the examination of the children, for they were oftan nervous
in the presence of a stranger and refused to answer him. Indeed, they frequently failed to
understand his questions: "The very refinement, gentieness, and scholastic accuracy of the
inspector often puts them out.” The examination would be all the more useless if the Inspector
possessed an abrupt manner and spoke harshly:

He will get few juniors to read without strange hesitation and mistakes. Few will
write correctly 1,000,003 from dictation. Very few will write with their usual skill. A
large portion will fail in arithmetical trials, which they would have passed with ease
if the clergyman or the master had examined them. Thus the true state of the
schoo! Is often not known to the inspector. Experienced inspectors make
allowance for these hindrances in thelr estimate of the state of the schosls under
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the present form of inspection. That would not, however, be possible If an inspec-
tor had to de%with purely mechanical results, as In the examinations in the
Revised Code.

Furthermore, a proper national policy, Kay Shuttleworth was convinced, could not rely on
theories of "shcert-sighted economy.” It was utterly wrong to imagine that the lower classes
could be traated as mere "beasts of burden” with na attention being paid to the devslopment of
their intelligance, moral well-being, and dutic 3 as citizens.

C. H. Browby argued In The Times that it was an error not {0 take into account such
factors as puplls’ poor atiendance dua to the varlous problems of thelr homse life as well as their
ignorance when first admitted to school:

If the cods professes tc recompense & man in proportion tc the work which
ne has done, surely the amount of knowledge which a child brings with him to the
school Is as important an alement cf assessment as the positive knowledge which
the lnspecgg elicits, or the numbsr of days which the child has passsd under
Instruction.

A speach of another prominent critic, the Right Rev. Lord Auckland, Bishop of Bath and
Wells, was reported in The Times. The Bishop was manifestly contemptuous of Lowe's and
Lingen’s understanding of 8 child’s nature, belleving that examining very young children served
little educational puu'pose.4 This was a sentiment heid by others also, the proposed testing of
infants being excoriated in the press. in addition, the Bishop criticized the proposai to stcp the
payment of grants to children over eleven years of age, since this, in effect, would determing
eleven as the achool Isaving age of the vast majority of children, an age he consldersd far too
low. He was also concerned about the grouping by age which ha alleged would be injurious to
both the clever and the weak pubil. Furthermoie, he complainsd-and this was to be achoed
again and again-that the new Minute slgnified that less attention would now be paid to religion
because of the inevitable concentration on the money-making three R's. One groun which
stisnuously volced this latter criticism, in a petition made to the Education Department on 10
December 1851, was a deputation of managers, directors, and school tsachers representing
Church of England educational interests. Furthermore, though the deputies were by no means
adverse to the actual princlpie of payment by rasults, they complained that under Lowe's
proposails no atiention would be paid to the background of the indlvidual school or individual
pupil, that the education of children over eleven would be impeded, and, that the very young
would earn very iittle thereby slowing the advarcement of infant schools. U in tike manner, an
article In the January 1862 lssue of the Tory Quartarly Review gave the proposals for payment
by results short ehrift, though the author was at pains to stress that his quarrel with the Revised
Code wazézot that it almed at results but that the proncsed plans "for testing results” were 8o
abysmal,

The reaction was by no means &li adverealy critical. Three latters which appeared in
The Times on 2 Novembar 1881, are examples of endorsements of Lowe’s plans. These praised,
if not ail features, at least the essenti-’ toims of Lowe's proposals. The Canon of Bristol,
Edward Girdiestone, wrote that the new Code, among other banefits, would be particularly
advantageous to the chiidren of the poor since it would ensure that they would _recsive a sound
foundation which would enable them to continue their education after school.™ Another leiter,
written by an anonymeus clergyman, argued that making teachers’ salaries dependent on their
students’ answering well In an examination was reasonabls and approprlate.‘14 in the third
lotter, the correspondent, "R. W. A.,” praised the accountabliity feature of the Code, especially
in view of the great increase in government financial commitment to education:
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indeed, whatever opjections may lle against the details of the scheme, it ;1
seams evident that paying for the resuits is bettor than paying for the machinury of R
education. The taxpayer, tco, may well be thankful that means have besn taken to
arrest an expenditure which of late years has been alarmingly on the increass.

Loweg Counters with a Revised Code

The personnasl of the Committee of Councll hearkened carefully to the criticlsm, negative
and positive, of the proposals and on February 13, 1862, Lowe presented a revised Code 0 the
House. He agreed with the Newcastle Report that far too many children were in schools
unassistgg by any governmental grant, sometimes having little connection 10 the Privy
Council. However, it was essential, he felt, that these districts which contributed money
equally with those which were connected with the Privy Council should now be in recsipt of
some share of the revenue. To accomplish this it was frequently suggested that s lower type of
teacher be introduced. This action would serve to underscore the important Issue of account-
abili.y according to Lowe. For the:

present systsm sets everything on the teaching. If the teacher be a good one, the
end for which the grants are given Is attalned. if the teacher be a bad one, it fails.
We have no real check on the *eaching to any great extent. it ssems to me that
the only possible condition under which, without a reckless expenditure of pubiic
money, we can passibly recommend that teachers of an inferior class be amployed
in these schools would be on the understanding that there shall be some collateral
and independent proof that such teachers do thelr duty. And tPat I think it will
appear s only to be found in a system of individual sxamination.4

Teachers must be accountable for their resuits. This conviction went hand-in-hand with an
sagerness to ensure that a good return be made on the grants paid:

Once we pay over the money, we canr.ot follow it to the uses to which it Is applled;
but we can be satisfled that it is well applied on the whols, and :aake our grants
dependent on that. | believe that the only substitute for this circumiocution and
red tape-the only check on managers~is n%i to be had by the payment of
teachers, but by the examination of the pupils.4

Lowe went on, in carefully worded language, to reveal his doubt® abcut the inspectors’
ability, under the present system, to assess in any quantifiable form the educational ievel of a
school and the effectiveness of the teachers, concluding "that inspsction as opposed to
examiration is not, and never can be, a test of the efficiency of a syster: of national
education.” Moreover, he considered that the inspectors tended to bestow the grant no
matter whether the school was functioning well or poorly, reprehensible behavior to Lowe who
strongly believed that the purpose of the annuai grant was to ensure efficiency: "What is the
object of inspection? Ig it simply to make things pleasant, to give the schools as much as can be
got out of the pubilc purse, independent of th.air efficiency; or do you mean that our grants
should not only be aids, subsidies, and gifis, but fruitfu! of good? That is the question, and it
meets us at every turn.” The clear answer to Lowe was that the duty of the Government was to
hestow the grant if the school were good and deny it if it were bad: "We must hold out a
prospect of sufficlent remuneration If the childrer: are properly taught, and of loss if they are
not, or we ghali nothing.” Above all, it was essentlal "that the public get an equivalent for
the expendityre.” 0

The Newcastle Commission had recommendad that part of the capltation grant should
g depend on the H.M.l.’s report and the puplls' .ttendance, and part on the results of examina-
; tion. This, however, was not favored by Lowe who clearly did not trust his inspectors. Rather,
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he proposed a grant completely dependent on the pupils’ performance in the three R's.51 He
al'owed that all or part of the grant wouie* be denied in certain cases; for example, if the school
was inadequately lighted, drained, or ventilated, if the teacher was not properly certificated, if
the registers were inaccurately kept, If plain nesdiewark was not taught to the girls if there
are any gross faulis in the management of the schooi.” However, the main factur dexormining a
school’s grant depended on the efficiency of the teacher which was to be gauged by the pupils’
performance in the inspector’s examination in the three R’s. Taking the earlier criticism of
infant examination to heart, Lowe now proposed that children below the age of six were to be
eligible for the capitation grant without being examined, though he advised that the grant for this
age group should be less than for older children. However, he refused to allow day school
pupils aged over eI% en to obtain grants, these being "mostly chitdren for whom th:s schools
were 1ot intended.” On the other hand, he proposed to reduce the age from ¢..rteen to
tyelve at whic' <hildren could enter evening school. it is worthwhile to quote a long passage
from Lowe’s ¢, - ach in the Commons on 13 February 1862, In which he presented the chief
features of his evised Code. Though many specific amendments were made in the details
bsfore the Code bescame law later in the Year, the following extract encapsaulates the main
utilitarian principle on which the Code was based and which many contemporary and later
critics damned as bsing essentially contrary to the very notion of true education:

The true principle is not to lower your standard to meet cases which are at
present below it, but to do what you can to induce them tc amend themselves, and
if they will not amend themselves, to leave them to the unaided support of volun-
tary efforis, but not to degrade the vihole aystem for their sake. 1 think there is no
reason, therefore, for this apprehension with regard to foss. We know that there
will be a loss where the teaching is Inefficiont. That is our principle, that where the
teaching is inefficient the schools should lose. | cannot promise the Houss that this
system will be an economical one, and | cannot promise that it will be an efficient
one, but | can promisse that it shall be either one or the other. If it is not cheap it
shall be efficient; if it is not efficient it shail be cheap. The pressnt is neither one
nor the other. If the schools do not give instruction the public money will not be
demanded, but if instruction is given the public money will be 5(gsmanded--l cannot
say to what amount, but the public wil: get value for its money.

Lowe understood very well some of the objections to his proposals, an important one
being the Church of England’s fear that the teaching of religion would now receive less attantion
from ths inspectors. He was at pains to disabuse critics of this worry. The inspectors were to
interfere in no way with the religious teaching in schools of denominations other than the estab-
lished Church; howsver, in the latter schools, according to the 10 August 1846 Concordat, it
was, indeed, their duty to examine and report on religious instruction. As Lowe declared, ”if the
Report on religious matters is adverse, we have no alternative but to withdraw the grant
altogsther. That was the same In the old, as it is in the new Code; no change whatever has
besn made in regard to it.” Lowe also defended the grouping of children by age for
examination, arguing that it would act as an impstus to get the children of the poor into school at
the oarliest possible age. In addition, he brusquely dismissad the criticism that attendance on
the day of examination was subject to uncertainty due to such factors as sickness, weather, bad
roads and 8o on, declaring that “’Haec est conditio viventi’; and while we act upon general
ruies we cannot avoid such contingencies.”

Perhaps the chiei objection to the plans was that education would be degraded by this
process of paymeont by resulis, a charge Lowe staunchly denied, maintaining that the object in
view was a minimum, not a maximum, of education. Though grants would only be awarded if
the childien performed adequately in the three R’s, there was no reason, he declared, why
other subjects shouid not be learned: "We do not object 10 any a@gunt of learning; the only
ayestion is, how much of that knowiedge we ought to pay for.” Certainly, the muin
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emphasis was to be on the basic subjects; but, in Lowe’s opinion, if teachers properly Instructed
In these, sducation would be far from degraded. Nevertheless, the ultra-conssrvative Lowe,
who, as Sturt remarks, possessed "a pathological loathing of democracy,” was convinced that
the children for whom the Revised Code was Intended, those ogg\e poor classas, did not really
require more than the basics of reading, writing and arithmetic. There was to be littie social
mobility in Lowe’s worid. ”We do not profess to give these children an sducation that will raise
them above their station and business in llfeé7that is not our object, but to give them an
education that may fit them for that business.” Especilally important was the wish to make
education accountable: "we are about to substitute fc+ the vague and indsfinite test which now
exists, a definite, clear, and %'gclse test, so that the public may know exacily what considera-
tion they get for their money.”

Reactions to Lowe's Revised Code

Immediately after Lowe had presented the outline of his Revised Code, Disraeli rose to
speak and bitterly implied thai he intended to have the new Minute pass Into law without first
going through the usual process of a House debate. This, Disraell stressed, was to be
aspecially avcided as the proposod new regulations were of great importance, "too vast and
elaborate for any hasty critigbsm," and he hoped that Parliament would mest “to pronounce
maturely upon the subject.” He prevailed and March 25, 1882, was fixed as the day of
debate. For the next six waeks it seemed as if the country was being swept by an avaianche of
opinion on Lowe’s Code, most of it antagonistic. indeed, it has been rackoned that about a
thousand petitions criticizing the Code had Been delivered to Parllament before March 1882
"and only one (with ons signature) in favor,”®

There is no space to provide a thorough account of the diverse arguments for and
against Lowe’s latest proposals. In particular, an analysis of teachers’ reactions would require a
lengthy paper In itself. Still, it may be stated that, while some teachers, especially the Volun-
taryists who saw It as heraiding a curtaliment in State involvemsnt in the gducatlonal sphere,
welcomed the principle of the Code, most abhorred the proposed methods. T Heated opinions
originated from other quarters also. It will be useful to mention just a few of the numerous
positive and negative criticisms. The House of Lords was the scene of a number of speseches on
the subject. in a speech on 4 March 1862, the Bishop of Oxford contended eloquently and
vehemently against the imposition of payment by results, arguing that the new method of
examination was far inferior In an overall educational sense than the old. For the old system
checked a school’s moral, intellectual, and religious climate and tested that the puplls were
educated in far more than the msre mschanical knowledge of the basic three R’s. But, if the
new proposals were accepted, the only results rewarded would é’f "the poorest resuits,”
constituting "the very worst criterion ot the progress of education.” However, three days
later in a letter to The Times, A Hertfordshirs Incumbent” took the Bishop to task, maintaining
that the duty of the H.M.i. was “precissly the same” under both the o!d and new Codes, "with
the addition of the speclal instruction” under the new one to conduct an individual - .amination
of the pupils in the three R’s. The latest proposals still obliged the inspector to check the moral,
intellectual, and religious progress of the chiidren, the general climate of the school and
capabllity of the teacher, and he was empowered to make deductions in the grant if any defects
were reconded. Everything did not depend on passing the tests in reading, writing, and
arithmetic.”™ The Duke of Marlborough, for his pari, was worried about the effect of payment
by results on teachers, gpeaking against what he feared might be the imbuing In them of "a
mercantile oplrit.” There was a danger, he considered, that they might tend "to look upon their
puplis as having a certaln money value, and to neglect those whose instruction was not likely to
be remunerative. The schoolmaster’s pecuniary interests rather than the moral training of the
child would be rather attended to.” Teachers, the Duke continued, would aiso be oxposed {0 the
temptation of falsifying returns In 3cgder to guin greater remuneration, though he was littie
convinced that any would succumb.
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Perhaps the most influential criticism of the proposed payment by results, and certainly
the most caustic, was an article by the H.M.l.,, Maithew Arnold, which he published in Fraser's
Magazine in March 1862. it was a couragaous piece, for Arnold, besldes ridiculing the educa-
tional and cultural inadequacies of the Code, attacked what he held to be the machinations of
his superiors in the Education Offics. It is true that the article was anonymous, but it is certain
that Lowe and Lingen were in no doubt about the identity of the author. With ragard to the
proposed payment by results, Arnold, though accepting that ceriain examining by inspectors
was inevitable no matter what systoem was employed, criticizad the annual examination of
individual children in the three R’s for being the sole arbiter of whether or not the school
received any monay from the State. The Inspector’s work wouid be purely mechanical:

It turns the inspectors into a set of registering cierks, with a mass of minute
details to tabulate, such a mass as must, in Sir James Shuttleworth’s words,
"necessarily withdraw their &ttention from the religious and general instruction,
and from the moral features of the scheol.” In fact, the inspector will just hastily
glance round the school, and then he must fall to work at the ”"log-books.” And
this to ascertain the precise state of each individual scholar’s reading, writing, and
arithmetic. As if there might not he in a school - most grave matters needing inspec-
tion and correction; as if the whole school might not be going wrong, at the same
time that a numbaer of individual scholars might carry off prizes for reading, writing,
and arithmetic! It is as if the generals of an army-for the inspectors have baen the
veritable generals of the educational army-were to have their duties limited to
inspecting the men’s cartouch-boxes. The organization ‘of the army is fauity,
Inspact the cartouch-boxes! The camp is ill-drained, the men are ill-hutted, there is
danger of fover and sickness. Never mind; inspect the cartouch-boxes! But the
whole discipline is out of order, and needs instant reformation; no matter; inspect
the cartouch-boxesl But the army is bsginning a general movement and that
movement is a false one; it is moving to the left when it should be moving to the
tight; it is golng 10 a disaster! That is not your business; inspect, inspect the
cartouch-boxest 5

And the sole result of the new system. Arnold was convinced, would be the inevitable decline in
the aducaticn of the people. On March 25, 1862, Arnold, under the ncm-do-plume ”A Lover of
Light,” published a letter, “The 'Principle of Examination,’” in the Dally Nows. Again, acknow-
ledging that the value of examination was undeniable, he queried whether testing should
constitute the sole measure of deciding tha amount of the grant. For ha believed that such a
pervasivo systom of examination was fotally inappropriate for the working class pupils who
made up the vast majority of those who benefited from the governmens grant. Arnold provided
the example of a school in & poor area of London:

In London, in a school filled with the children {not infants) of poor weavers
of Spitalfields, every child will under the Revised Code be examined by the
Inspector. Great numbers of them will fall: s0 backward are they, so long
neglected, 8o physically fesble. Yet most of the good they get, they get from that
school. But now the ”principie of examination” is to become a reality. There Is to
be no “shrinking.” It is to be "no work no pay.” The grant will sink tg nothing,
and the schoo! managers will be left to enjoy perfect "liberty of action.”®

John Scott of the Wesleyan Training Institution, Westminster, was another who had the
poorest class of children in mind, considering that the Revised Code would act totally against
their interests and only serve to keep them prostrate: ”is a child less rational, less capabie of
intellectual and moral improvement . . . because his parents are poor? . . . What raason can be
assigned, of which the persons aeel@)ng it ought not be ashamed, why a poor man’s child
ought to have only a poor education?”
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The Revised Cods and Payment by Results Passed and Set in Motion

The furor continued, culminating In & series of debates in Parliament on Marct 25 and
27, 1862, which centered primarily on eleven resolutions, moved by Spencer Waipole, highiy
criticai of many aspacts of Lowe’s proposals. A detziled account of the debates is not neces-
sary as nothing dramatically new was introduced in the arguments for or against the Code.
Then, on March 28, Robert Lowe announced what were to be final concessicns by the Govern-
ment, the principal ones were that a substantial portion of the annual grant would depend on the
tns%%ctor's general report and that the principle of grouping children by age would be given
up The actual Code was finally issued on May 9, its essential features being in many
respects quite close to the recommendations of the Newcastle Commission. The annual grant,
"to promote the education of children belonging to the classes who support themselves by
manual {abor,” was still intended to supplement voiuntary efforts, to aid only those schools
associated with some religious denomination or where a dally reading from the authorized
version of the Scriptures was given. In addition, schools were only eligible for a grant which
allowed themselves to be inspected by one of Her Majesty's Inspactors. Pupils were obliged to
satisfy the inspactor that they had attended for a minimum number of times in the year. It was
possible for & school to meet three times a day, namely in the morning, afternoon, and evening,
and, in order to receive a grant, a school had to mest more than once a day. For a single atten-
dance to be counted it was directed that a pupil be present for at least two hours in either a
morning or afternoon session or at least one and & half hor'ss in the evening. A pupil was not
aliowed to combine evening with morning or afternoon sessions to make up the requisite atten-
dances. In addition, a pupil had to be over 12 years of age to count evening sessions.

Stipulated were the amounts forfeited for failing to pass the Inspector’s test. There were
six standards in which pupils could be examined, an important provigion being that a child,
whether he passed or failed the first time, could not be examined a second time in the sams or
a lower standard. Under the terms of the Code, an inspactor was empowered, in certain
circumstances, to reduce the size of the grant or withhold it altogether:

(a) If the school be not held in a building certified by the inspector {0 be
heslthy, properly lighted, drained, and ventilated, supplied with offices,
and containing in the principal schooi-rcom at least 80 cubical feet of
internal space for each chiid in average attendance.

(b) If the principal teacher be not duly ceniificated and duly paid. (A fuller
explanation of this Is provided in the Code)

(c) If the girls in the school be not taught plain needlework as part of the ordi-
nary course of instruction.

(d) If the registers be not kept with sufficient accuracy to warrant confidence in
the returns.

(o) It, on the inspector’s report, there appears to be any prima facle objection
of a gross kind. (In Church of England Schools, the Order in Council of
10th August 1840 and the instructions to inspectors relative to examination
in religion, which are founded upon it, are included under this paragraph).
A second inspaction, wherein another inspector or inspectors take part, is
made in every such instance, and if the grant be finally withheld, a special
minute Is made and recorded of the case.

(f If three persons at leasgge not designated to sign the reccipt for the grant
on behalf of the school.
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The Inspsctor could cause the grant t¢ be reduced for fauits in the teacher’s instruction
or discipline, for the manager’'s failure to maintain the school in a condition conducive to
sfficlency, and for various other reasons. Detaiied ruies were alzo iald down regarding the
o koeping of a log-book. Most of the rest of the Reviscd Code was concerned with rules
respecting teachers who were divided into three categorius: g} cerlificated teachers; b} pupil-
teachers; cj assistant teachars.
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in September 1862, the Committes of Council on Education sst out very specific instruc-
tions to the inspectors concerning the administration of the annual examinaiion. inspectors were
advised that the test in the three R’s ”of individual ch%'en according to a ceriain siandard
must aiways be, to a considerabie extent, mechanical.”’” Indeed, the Committes of Councli
went out of its *vay to prescribe ir. very precise, mechanical terms how H.M.l.’s might procesd
with these tests, though it was stated that the instructicns were not obilgatory, that other
methods could be employad, and that allowance had to be made for the particular school being
examined. :
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The regulations underwent alterations during the thirty-five-year history of payment by
results. Changes were frequently made in details of the annual Codes and periodically totaiiy
new Codes were isrued. Revised instructions to inspectors were also issued at intervals.
However, the underlying principle of the system persevered, with governmental grants
continuing to be viewed essentially as a reward for results attainad. Presumably, as a reaction
to criticism of the dominance of the three R's, the Minuie of 20 February 1867, provided that
schools under certain cond}t ons couid be eligible for extra grants if pupils passed an examina-
b tion in "specific subjects.”’* In 1871, it was allowed that everyday-pupils in the upper levels,
: who passed an examination in not more than two such subjects, could earn an additional grant
. per subject. Quite a variety of subjects were proposed, particular prominence being placed on
Ceography, History, Algebra, English Grammar or l.l%grzature, Elements of Latin, French or
German, Physical Geography, and Animal Physiology. Four years later, in 1875, “class
subjects” were intreduced ”according to the average number of children, above 7 years of age,
in attendance throughout the year,” if the class as a whole passed welil in any two subjects from
Gram:mar, History, Elementary Geography, and Plain Needlswork. Ancther change was the
grant provided for each pupil, according to the average number in yearly attendance. If singing
ware inciuded in the curriculum, an additional grants was given. Likewise, if the discipline and
organization of the schooi were “satisfactory” in the opinion of the inspector. As a minor
attempt to provide for more advanced puplils, it was allowed that a pupil who had already
passed Standard Vi could be examined in up to three "specific subjects” for a grant of 4s. per
! subjsct. An influential addition to the 1875 Coda was the stipulation that ”no scholar who has
: made the prescribed number of attendances may (without a reggonable excuse for absence on
: the day of the ingpector’s visit) be withheld from examination.” The next major changes to
N the system of payment by results wera those contained in the Code of 1882, the most important
of which was the ”"merit grant,” which was primarily introduced to reward answering of good
quality. This was clearly the Education Department’s response to the widespread criticism that
schools all too often were &iming at the basic minimum required to satisfy the conditions of the
annual examination. Changes were also made in the 1882 Code in the method of assessing the
basic grant in the eloementary subjects. The principal changs was that the crant was now to be:
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determinad by the percentage of passes in the examination at the rate of 1d. for
every unit of percentage. . . .Tha percentage of passes [was to] be determined by
the ratio of the passes actually made to those that might have bsen made by all
acholars liable to examinaticn who are either exﬁnlned or are absent or withheld
fiom the examination without reasonable 2xcuse.
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Taking heed of diverss criticism in the 1888 Cross Commission, especially of payment by
results, the Education Department drew up another new Code in 1880. Thers were numerous
specific changee in the method of awarding grants, the most significant of which was the
substitution of one principal grant for the three individuai grants in the elementary subjects.
Moreover, tha inspector was no longer required to examine each pupil individually; testing by
sampie was Introduced, the only stipulation bsing that at least one third of the pupils were to 93
examined individuaily. However, individual testing was retained for the "spesific subjects.”
Anothe? chayge was the amount for the merit grant and the grant for discipline and
organization. By now, not much remained of the system of payment by resuits as introduced
by Lowe in 1862. Further alterations were laid out in the "The Day School Code (1885)"” which
heralded the end of the formal annual examination by the H.M.l. The chief inncvation was that
the inspector’s annual visit could be substituted by occasional visits, as a rule two to be made
without notice. It was intended "that this provision should be applied to schools which have
reached upcn the whole & good educational standard, and that only those schools should in
future be annually examined to which, in the judgment of the Inspector, it is necessary to apply
a more exact tast of efficiency.” Two years later, in 1837, Lowe’s payment by resuits was
finally no more.

Effects of Payment by Resuits

One of the major motivations for introducing the Revised Code and the system of
payment by results was to economize on governmental expenditure, and such saving was
immadlately realized In the early years after implamentation. The grant for each year from 1861
to 1865 was, respectively, £813,441; £774,743; £721,386; £655,036; £636,806-drama98
decreases, all the more marked considering that average attendances had risen each year.
Lowe’s prediction about saving money had been proven true. This reduction in expenditure was
not to last, however, since from the mid-1860s onwards, the parliamentary grant began to
increase; and understandably so, due to changes being made to successive Codes, the great
expansion introduced by the 1870 Education Act, and an aver-growing awareness that an
enlarged educational provision must be overseen by the Government. But payment by resuits
effected many other changes in numerous aspacts of elementary education besides financial
ones, as will be pointed out in the following sections. it must be stated, however, that to provide
any adequate account of the three-and-a-half-decades reign of payment by resuits necessitates
employing generaiizations for which exceptions may be adduced. There were numerous school
districts in England and Wales overseen by many H.M.l.’s at any given time; and, of course,
over a pericd of thirty odd years, school disiricts changed in area, in number of schools, in
administration, and in various other ways, while inspactors were naturally replaced periodically
due to retirement, death, and 80 on. in addition, the systam of payment by results, itseif-as
indeed the whole educational system-by no means remained static, but was frequently subject
to changes, some slight, some manifoid. At any rate, it must be consistently borne in mind that
while one inspector might praise the teaching of arithmetic, reading, geography or some other
subject in a schoot in his district at a given time, it is quite likely that another inspector, even in
the same year, in a school not too far away, might tel a very different story.

Teachers

Befcre payment by resuits, teachers could be considered quas/ civil servants since they
re ceived their salaries directly from the government. But this distinction was removed upon the
in plementation of the new system, most teachers thereby experiencing a manifest icss of status.
Still, one inspector weicomed the teachers’ break from their direct involvement with the state,
believing that formerly they had little incentive to work to their keenest: it ha. removed them
from that quasi protection of the State which enervated their character and withdrew them er;g
those general conditions of employment which assign merit and reward to those who earn it.”
It is unlikely that many teachers wouid have been swayed by this argument, nor would many
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have besn pleased with the official decree that their professional competence could be satisfac-
torily gauged by the number of passes secured. Still, it is oniy natural thai teachers, probably
most, attempted to prove their quality by getting as many children as possible to pass.
However, there was also another reason for teachers to emphasize pedagogy which would resuit
in the greatest number of passes and to concentrate efforts on those pupils who had most
likelihood of gaining the full grant. As the school managers often gave the teacher a small set
salary and paid him as balance either the whole or a fixed percentage of the grant gained, it
was obiigatory for élae teacher, Iif he were to survive, to secure as many passes and as large a
grant as possible. P. David Ellis quotes from thu August 1865 manager’s minutes of St.
Stephen’s School, Kirkstall, Yorkshire where the teachers’ income was completely dependent
upon the grant earned: "ths master shall have one fourth of the government grant made to his
schoo! and the mistress one fourth of the government grant made to the girls and infants
schools.” Under such circumstances, it is understandable that all too often the educational
well-being of pupils became secondary to concerns about the teachers’ own livelihoods.

The main difficulty was that there was never any certainty about the numbers of pupils
who wouid pass annually. Perhaps for one reason or other, and not necessarily due to the fauit
of the teacher, the school may have been discredited, resuiting In a low attendance during the
year. Even when annual attendance was good, there was no guarantee that on the day of the
examination every pupil would turn up. Sickness and epidemics, harvests and other seasonal
work, bad weather could wreck havoc and, consequently, keep attendance low. The manifest
problem for a teacher under such a system, as pointed out by Inspector Robinson in his 1867
Report, was that he lost 8s. for each pupil absent, thereby resulting in "a sore disccuragement,
which he does not fail to feel keenly, both on account of the labor of. teaching thrown away as
far as t %t day’s result wouid show, and because it is so much bread from the mouths of his
family.” Robinson also painted the scenario of a teacher taking over a disorganized and
poorly taught school where most of the pupiis had already been examined and faiied in
standards-400 high for them. As it was against the rules for the teacher to present them again at
the same leve!, he had the option of declining to present them and thereby losing the grant, or
presenting them at a higher and mogg difficuit level ">or the chance of earning something trifling
in this as well as in future years.” Furthermore, as G.A.N. Lowndes points out, efforts to
reduce the numerous vxceedingly large classes might have been assayed "many years garlier it
the salary of the teachers had not, In far too many cases, been paid out of the grant earned,
making it to their interest to attempt to teach as mapy chlidren as they could to sacure rather
than share the grant with additional teaching staff.” Neverthelese, some inspectors argued
that the Revised Code had the beneficial effect of compelling poor teachers to pay greater
attention to their duties. Mr. Kennedy, for instance, praised the result ii not necessarily the
means of payment by results:

For managers wili no longer go on putting up with a master whose schoiars
cannot earn an average grant, and in very many cases the master is stimulated by
receiving a fixed share of what is earned by those scholars who pass. | have seen
much good result In inferior schools from this double stimulus of fear and reward
applied to teachers by the system of "payment by results,” though whether this
same good might not be accomplished in another way, and whether the syézéem of
"payment by resuits” has not certain grave objections, are other questions.

it is understandable that teachers were often very nervous on the day of inspection.
with so much of the salary dependent upon a good result "each year seem|ed] to leag% the
marks of increasing care and anxious toil on the appearance and manner of the teacher.”™™ To
the latter, the inspector was the supreme arbiter of his or her livelihood and how he conducted
the examination was naturaily observed with attention to all minute details: "Persons who have a
money inteégst in every mark assigned, not infrequently stand by and watch each movement of
his hand.” indeed, a particuiarly sad effect of payment by resuits was that many teachers
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came to regard the inspector as an adversary %ho was to be outwitted rather than as a helpful
guide or colleague in the educational process.®® "True, the systent was cheap, but it had the
effect of opaning a rift between teachers and Inspectors. There was already a wide social gap.
but now there was distrust as well. Teachers concentrated on training their pupils for the
minimum conditions of the grant regulations, by fair géeans or foul if some reporte were to be
believed. Inspectors had to counter any dishonesty.”Y One of the chief dishonest acts on the
part of teachers concerned tampering with the ali important attenda%e list, the processes of
payment by results having led inexorably to "the cult of the register.” In fact, the Education
Departm {ut laid down that if a fire broke out the teacher’s first duty was to rescue the
register! Fo: the detalls reposing In this all impertant book were essential for determining
certain grant eligibility, the 1862 Code having specified that only those pupils who had attended
school at least 200 times in the year could qualify for the attendance grant. It is probable that
some teachers did cheat, for the more children recorded as present on 200 days, the higher the
grant, and, in all likelihood. the higher their salaries. As one inspector wrote in 1869: “The
temptation must be very strong, the chances of detection next to Imposslble."9 In fact,
Inspector Binns advised that entries in the daily register should be marked in ink rather than
pencil "as a safeguard against alteratlogg and erasures” and that teachers should take care to
leave no blank spaces in the columns. Certainly, tha inspector was rarely in a position to
detect discrepancies in the register. Generally burdened with an onsrous worklead, he was
usually able to pay only one visit a year to each school in his district, the day of the examina-
tion, the date of which had been communicated to the manager and teachers weeks in advance.
However, the implementation of Article 12 in the Code of 1870 authorized inspectors to pay
surprise visits to schools, resulting in reports of irregularities in the registers, though it is
probable that many problems were more dt&to sheer carelessness on the part of both manager
and teacher, rather than a desire to cheat.

In most schools, in the early years of payment by results, what teachers received from
the anggal grant frequently did not amount to what they had previously earned as a fixed
salary.”> As a consequence, many became peripatetic, changing their positions from school to
school in a search for greater remuneration. They were joined by the muititude who werse
sacked for securing poor grants; managers, declares Edmonds, "appointed angsdlsmlssed their
teachers just as they ordered slates in preference to copy-books or vice-versa.” Many others,
leaving teaching entirely, migrated to different occcupations. Robinson had little doubt of the
reason, declaring in 1869, that if teachers "were sufﬁcleggy paid any excuse for rapid change,
under ordinary circumstances, would be taken away.” A natural result of the decline in
salaries was a deterloration in good teaching and morale. Those ne 10 the profession, it was
stated by one Inspector, were not of as high a caliber as those recruited between 1846, the year
the pupil teacher system was Initiated by the Committee of Council, and the commancement of
the Revised Code: "as a rule, attainments and refinement 8gem inferior, the aims and aspira-
tions seem lower, and they work with less spirit and zest.” However, Inspector Johnstore,
adducing figures in 1867 from some schools within the South Lancashire district, did not agree
that the lot of the teacher had worsened under payment by resuilts, asserting that "it is impos-
sible, at least in this district, to agree with tge cry that salaries are diminished and a teacher’s
prospecis hiighted under the New COde."9 Nor did Inspector Watkins reporting from South
Yorkehire five years later agres:

The salaries of teachers, compared with those of the learned professions,
are not now in general much helow the mark; they contrast favorably with the
incomes of the clergy, who have gpent ten times as much on their education, and
on whom much greater social and charitabie demands are made. Some teachers
of elementary schools are receiving fr?B'b250l. to 300l. per annum, which Is more
than the average income of the clergy.
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Thesse last two reports constitute a salutary reminder that one must take care in
genoralizing about the various conditions of all the schools in England and Wales under the new
system.

Pupils

Though pupils who were likely to fail were frequently kept back from the annual
examination, there Is little doubt that, overall, more children received increased attention from
their teachers during the era of payment by results. Everyons now counted equally-in a
financial sense-that is, every pupil was eligible for the same grant if e or she passed the
examination. Indeed, Inspactor Teq’l&le declared that he knsw ”of ro other means by which this
resuit would have been obtalned.” Moreover, the teacher tende< to pay more attention to
the weaker and more backward puplls also, children who had often been ignored as nuisances
before payment by results: ”7it causes them to receive an amount of individual attention which
they never received before, and thus it spreads over the whole school that instruction which
under the old system %%s ever tending, mcre or Isss, to concentrate itself upon the most profi-
cient scholars alone.” At the same time, there was a docline in simuitanecus class teaching
together with an increased concentration on preparing children for individual ex%glnatlon by the
inspector, a method of pedagogy and testing much praised by many inspectors.

However, many argued that 116|19hter students were suffering because of the resuitant
striving for uniformity of attainments. As Mr. Parez, though acknowledging the benefit which
payraent by resuits brought to iess-gifted pupils, remarked in 18686, "the good ray be somewhat
neglected, the real talents of the brighter scholars ot developed . . . . in the present system of
examination, there is no such thing %gn horor class; all are raised or degraded, as the case
may be, to the one level of a pass.” For there was little financial incentive to bring on the
clever child to realize his full capabllities. A. Sonnenschein, in Auberon Herbert’s 1889 collec-
tion of letters, The Sacrifice of Education o Examination. made tha point clear:

Payment by results leads to the neglect of the better pupils in favor of the
dullards; and even these are merely drilled and not taught, still less trained. The
loss caused to the nation by the neglect of the talented chl%rgn Is probably the
wors!, of the numerous evils entailed by our perverted system.

Very bright students wers not alone in being neglecied, for weaker pupils, that is those
perceived as unlikely to pass, often received little atiention from teachers, esnecially in the
weeks and months immediately preceding the examinaticn. Only those who had a chance of
being financially remunerative would be carefully prepared for the tests. Sometimes, dull
chiidren were refused admittance to schools altegether. Inspector Alderson remarked, in 1865,
that someone had proposeq g.}hat it will soon be necessary for some benevolent educationist to
open schools for dunces.” Morsover, neglected students were not always those of the
weakest intelligence, as frequently children of the most socio-economically deprived
backgrounds, who found little reinforcement in their f=mily life and were all too often distin-
guished by a lack of reguiarity in school attendance, received the least attention from teachers.

The anxiety, mentioned earlier as being manifest in the teachers, was frequently
refiected in the pupils. There were many reports of children frightened out of their wits on
examination day, perhaps because of threats from teachers to do wel! or maybe because the
enormity of the occasion was just too much for them. Joseph Ashby cf Tys0e in Warwickshire
related, years after, the effect of the inspector’s visit to tha village school:
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The master's anxiety was deep for his earnings dspanded on the
children’s work. One year the atmosphere so affected the lower standards that,
one after another as they were brought to the lnspe%gr, the boys howled and the
girls whimpered. It took hours to get through them.

Sometimes, even the better scholars, out of timidity or fear, just stood dumb before the
strange Inquisitor and refused to answer any question. They, of course, had to be rejected, the
teacher thereby losing a vaiuable part of his income. Still, It was also denied that children waere
often frightened on examination day. inspector Oakeley, in 1873, declared that, in his ten
years’ experience, pupils only seldom displayed fright when gager examination and such
nervousness was invariably due to poor teaching and discipline. indeed, Inspector Wilde
stated that any anxiety displayed by children on examination day was generaily bacause of a
great eagerness to be present at the inspection.

Many were the reasons why children failed to be present on the day of the examination
ranging from necessity to work to suppiement the family income, espegi%!y at seasonal labor, to
not having new clothes io wear in honor of such an auspicious day. Harsh weather was
also a frequent cause of iow attendance!l! ag was sickness, particularly whon an epidemic
ravaged a school district. The Rev. John Acton of lwerne Minster wrote to Inspector Tregarthen
in 1868:

| fear we shall have a sorry number to present to you, not much above 40.
Mumps visited nearly every house in the spring, sadly reducing our average, and
now for the last month aimost every child has been "acorning.” But when by this
means the children are able to add 4*2 or 58. 8 week to the miserable earnings of
our poor laborers, what can we 88)’71

Mary Sturt quotes from the log-book of the schoo! In Llanfairfechan in Caernarvonshire
which she declares pinpoints "the heart of the problem”:

Juiy 6. Got the Log Book. Attendance small. Hay harvest commanding
attention. July 7. Field labor making wide gaps today. 8th. Bilberry-gathering
season sets in sweeping many away. 9th. Donkey riding gettiqq very faghionable.
Boys leave school to attend to the ladies. Learning English so. 3

Naturally, it was very difficult for either the school authorities or H.M.1.’s to plan for such
happenings. The i.3pector’s schedule was generally planned months in advance and it was
never easy for him to change the dates of his school vislts. In the absence of modern
communication systems, It was invarlably the case that the inspector first heard of a prevailing
epidemic when he actually arrived in the school district, by which time it was too iate to cancel
the examination. The most common epidemics were thoss of small-pox, whooping-cough,
scarlatina, and measles; and, where they raged, the grant for that year was Inevitably iow. And
because of the resultant lack of finance to pay the teacher, buy beoks, equipment and so on, it
was almost as inevitable that the number of passes and the grant for the following year would
also be low. It was usually very difficult for a school to recover from a year's small grant.
Moreover, some districts, especially the poorer ones, were particularly susceptible to ilinesses.
The newer towns and villages in the mining districts, often withcut drainage and other sanitary
conveniences, suffered particularly saverely from ep qemics. Merthyr Tydfil, for instance, was
reported to have had “an alarming rate of mcertality.” 4

Because the need for the government grant was so important to the manager, the
teacher, and the welfare of the school, pressure was often put on parents to make sure that
even very sick children were present on the inspection day: "To hear paroxysms of whooping
cough, to observe the pustules of small-pox, to see infants carefully wrapped up and held in
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thelr mothers’ arms or seated on a stool by the fire because too lll to take their proper places,
are events not so rare In an Inspactor’s experience as they ought to be. The risk of the lnf%qgs
life and the danger of Infection to others are preferred to the forfeiture of & grant of 6s. 6d.”

Nevertheless, It must be stated that in many cases payment by results was responsible
for improved attendance by chlidren who had been accustomed to being rather cavaller In thelr
attitude towards coming to school. In fact, inspector Binns could observe In 1867, "Teachers
now make It a practice both to send after absentee scholars, and to call upon thelr parents, with
& view to remove the evils arising out of gregularlty. and to Induce them to take & greater
interest In their chlidren’s lmprovement.""‘l Still, it Is probable that the teachers’ motivation
was sometimes more financlal than pedagogical.

While sickness and employment accounted for many chlidren belng absent from schoo!
on the day of Inspection, It Is also clear that sometimes puplis quallfied by the requisite number
of days In ﬂ;endance were kept back by thelr teachers and school managers from
examination.1/ It was even alleged that slower chlldren were Qcc1aséonally told in person or
through their parents to stay away from school on the inspsction day. 18 as Ingpector Alderson
pointed out, this fallure to present puplis was generally due to the Interpretaticn of the flfth
supplemantary rule, namely that the authorities "need not present all the scholars who In each
class are qualifled for examination by number of attendances.” However, interpretations
differed widely from school to school, with one Institution presenting all its quallfied puplis, while
another only those who were llkely to perform creditably and gain the grant. Consequently, In a
sltuation where differant schools often varied greatly in the quallty of candidates presented, It
was clearly impossible to provide a meaningful comparison of results. “The percentage of
success may be the same In each, and may Indicate, nevertheless, two very dlff%ent degress of
efficlency, or the worse school may actuaily be made to appear the better.” ! Thus, it was
exceedingly difficult for parents to gauge the true condition of a school. For the relative merits
of different schools based on examination resuits could only be judged when the number of
puplis actuﬂy presented for examination was compared to the number qualifled by
attendance. It is clear, at any rate, that after the regulation of 1878, which compelled every
child qualified Péﬁ attendance t0 be presented for examination. the percentage of passes tended
to be lowered.

It was often suggested that the selection of only those children for examination who
were llkely to pass well was against the whole spirlt of the examination. Indeed, In 1873,
Inspector Stokes observed that the examination “is held specially In the Interest of dull and
backward @lldren and Its object Is frustrated when only the clever and intelligent are put
forward.” Four years later, Inspector Kennedy suggested that a qualifled pupll who was
absent and who falled to provide an adequate reason for his absence should be marked as a
fellure: "if this ware done, the teachers might be expected to try to secure the presence of
every schol%fven ct the most backward, In the hope ‘hat he might pass In at Ieast one of the
three R’s.” Furthermore, it was soon reallzed thut many managers and teachers were
refusing to present students at the standard appropriate for thelr attalnments and Intellectual
abllitles, the ratiorale being to ensur% 1hat they were kept the longest time in the school and to
secure as many grants as prnsstle.'i Such retardation, It was argued, resulted In Injurious
effects on the aducational progres? %f the Indlvidual child and In necsssarily being harmful to
the well-being of the school itself. However, such a situation was understandable, if not
excusable, for teachers had little financlal incentive to present puplis at the upper levels: the
grant was the same as at the lower, whlle the chances of falling were correspondingly higher.
This was especlaliy lar~entable as the examinations, psrticularly at the lower standards, were
usually not very rigorous and it would not have been beyond the capabllity of many students to
go through the work of two or more standards !n one year under the guidance of a good teacher.
However, through fear of losing money, this was frequentiy not permitted, thereby doing clever
puplis "Irreparable harm, and Inducing discerning parents to remove them from school at an
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earller age than they otherwise would.*128 As a result, some inspecturs bemoaned the fact
that classification of students by age was not emplcyed (as Robert Lowe himsslf had Initially
proposed), arquing that despite the Byrdahlps that it might entall auch a system would be more
equitable and educationally sound. €7 It is true that quite a diffarent criticism of the system of
payment by resulis was also proffered concerning the rule that chlidren who falled in one
standard must, nevertheless, be offered for examination in a higher standard the next tima.
For, as Inspector Kennedy objected, If & pupll had for some reason been placed In too high a
standard at first and falled in it, he would etill be "obliged tc be examined year by year in an
ever tising standard . . . never [having] a chance of being duly grounded and acquitting
[himself] with credit.” 128

Pedagogy and Curriculum

As we have ssen, under a system where teachers’ Income froquently depended on the
success of the puplis In the annual examination, It was to be expected that they made sgpecially
asslduous efforts to get as many of the chiidren as nossible to pess. Again, managers naturally
desired the largest grant possible. However, such eagerneas to secure a good numerical result
was froquently complemented by decreased attention to the question of whether or not true
education was bsing benefited. “Enthusiazm for results got anyhow was to replace °“th§‘58“m
for educaticn, for improving methods, for alertnass to make the school work meaningful.” It
was not with tongue In cheek that R. H. Quick declared that if Pestalozzi had been teaching In
England "no doubt his work would have been pronounced a terrible faliure by the Joint Board .
i or by H. M. Inspectors. He would not have passed 50 per cent and his Managers would have ‘
dismissad him for earning so poor & grant. But, if Isft to himsslf, he would have turned out men '
¢ and women capable of thinking clearly, of faeling rightly, and of reverencing all tgst is worthy of
reverence. These are extra subjects not at prasent included in our curriculum.”?
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Sedly, complementing the cramming pedagogy, rough methods were sometimes
empioyed In the eagerness to secure us many passes as possible. The substance of the
evidence of a famale assistant teacher 15 an Inquiry by the London School Board would
undoubtedly have been schoed by others:

Q. Would there be children In those days in that Infant's school who, because
of the neglect of thelr early education, and because of the fact that they
had only just besn admitted to your schoo!, could not possibly pass
standard one at ssven years of age?

They did. We made them, they had to.

Q. Do you care to describe to the commitiee the methods by which you made
them?
That Is the reason | did not wish to continue In an elementary school. |
could not continue such methods.

What were they?

Coerclon—lriving. | used to keep the chlidren in till one o'clock nearly
every day-little children who had not enough to eat, or any wholesome
blood In thelr bodles, 8o that thsir brain could work, day after day-day
after day. And [ used to stand over them untll they did read.

>0

Q. You %qmately got them to pass?
A. Yes.

: A. J. Swinburne, long an inspector, mentions in his memolrs that some teachers ciearly
‘ belleved In the efficacy of corporal punishment for galning results:
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And there were others, whose descriptioiis of ihelr treatment by love so delighted
me as | suode along the front rows that | raised my hand In wonder—only to find a
dozen boys or girls {alas, it was more than once) cower as expectant of a blowl A
lady once told me tq% find out, In America, good keepers of horses, cows, or
chickens in thie way.

In 1864, at the age of 82, Charles Cooper, writing about his schoo: days during the 1870s
and 18803 at Walton Natlonal School in Yorkshire, had not allowed ths years to dim his
memorles of the harshness of the payment by results reglnie: "It was a cruel system. The cana
was used fresty for both boys and girls. Children were not ragarded as mentally deficlent. The
Idea was that every chl%gould do the work if he tried hard enough. And he was made to try by
threat of punishment.” it should be remembered, however, that this was the nineteenth
century when typical pedagoglcal methods and attitudes towards chlidren were much sterner
than they are today. Moreover, physical punishment was by no means cunfined to working class
schocls, as Is clear from even a cursory acqualniancy with the publlc schools of the
socloeconomic elite.

Allled ¢o the numerous complaints concerning the mechanical nature of teaching during
the era of payment by results were corresponding criticisms about the debasing of the
curriculum. All too often, what would pay was, most assumed, of over-riding importance, while
what hindered the galning of the grant was o be neglected. Generally, the prime conslderation
of teachsrs was to aim at that little which was anticlpated to satisfy the lnspector.’ As a
result, "Her Majesty’'s inspector felt himseif to be ilitle more than a mechanical Index of
proficiency In the 3 R's.” ! During the flrst ysars cf payment by results, only the thige R's
were eliglble for grants; accordingly, for the most part, only the three R's, together with religlous
knowledge which was compulsory, wero taught. The teacher, wrota Inspector Alderson, “thinks
he has dene quite enough when he offers the State its pound of flesh in the shape of 80 much
reading, \qg‘gng. and clphering. Thus, the unpald subjects wlll never compete with the pald
subjects.” Though the promulgatoers of the Code insisted that they had merely intended to
establish an essential minimum which all elementary school chlldren were to attaln with no
desire to limit the subjects taught to this minimum, it was frequently the practical resuit that the
basic subjects prescrLP:?f by the Education Department for the grant were regarded as the maxI-
mum to be almed at. As Thomas Huxley observed In his Sclence and Education, In 1893:
"the Revigsed Code dld not compel any schoolmaster to leave off teaching anything; but, by the
vary t;lmpl1ca3 8rocess of refusing to pay for many kinds of teaching, it has practically put an end
to them.” In fact, Inspecter Nutt reported, in 1884, that with the almost total demise of
grammar, geography, and history, the only sub}ecgI §gmalnlng by which an Inspecter could test
the chlldren’s Inteli.gence was rellglous knowledge.

There were occaslonal reports that the three R's were better taught than formerly, Dr.
Moreli stating in 1884, that “there can be no doubt whatever that the reading, writing, arith-
metic, and spelilng of our primary Inspected schocls, are now more perfest that they have ever
been since such schools were in existence amongst us.”’ In 1869, Inapector Kennedy
remarked on the increased accuracy In the three R's, asserting his bell?f "that the Revised
Code has been partly instrumental in bringing about this desirable result.” ol Novertheless, It
would be nalve to Imagine that, even with thelr Increased emphasis, the three elementary
subjects were consiatently teught well under payment by resuits. On the other hand, It Is moot
whethsr or not the new system introduced a dramatic deterloration In thelr teaching. Even
befcre the Revised Code, the threo R's had frequently been taught In a mechanlical fashlon
and, for the most part, they continued to be so taught after 1862. In such cases, the maln
emphasls was on mere a%tuai matters with little attentlon being paid tc thelr contributlon to a
good general educatlon. Memory, for example, was usually stressed at the expense of
understanding, with many puplls belng drllled “Into performing certaln exercises with parrot-llke
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faclllty."143 In reading, while the child was often possessed of "a mechanicai readiness of
utterance” which would B"QRL? him to secure a pass, he frequently had littie notion of what the
passage being read meant.

For years after the introduction of payment by results, the annual examination in reading
had to be from some book used in that particular schaol; that is, the inspector could not examine
from a book of his own choice. Accordingly, it was ccmmon practice for the teacher {0 chooss a
short book with easy words and, for ths twelve months before the inspection dax], g: drill each
page into the pupils until most of them had learned the whole work by heart. 4 In 1884,
Inspector Blakiston declared that a Board School ingpactor found in an infant sch1ogé that the
pupils could continue anywhere in the book with not even a glance at the page. In like
manner, [nspector Tample roported that it is “very amusing to watch the iook of blank dismay
which comes over a teacher’s face when | tell some fiuant urchin to shut his bo%_,and go on
with his lesson by rote, and the scholar, proud of his accomplishment, obeys me.” To coun-
teract this memorization, some inspectors even asked puplils to reaa backwards. ! Of courss,
the primary reason for this abysmal practice of memorizing the book was that it facilitated the
securing of a good grant: "It pays, even in the hands of an inexperiencad teacher, wh?ggthe aim
is to make the class get up a reading book. This Is to¢ often the cne aim a#nd object.”

Plen; ous complaints were lodged regarding the inadequate and mechanical teaching of
arithmetic. ! Again, it was a common criticism that, toe often, the major concern of the
manager and teacher was financial, nameiy having as many pupils as possible pass the
narrowly prescribed syllabus, and that everything which did not conduce to this goal was to be
ignored. As Ingpector ﬁoblnszm obsarved: "a slight deviation from the beaten track cau_es
instant consternation.” ! Inspector Routlsdge related the dismay occasionsd when, in dictat-
ing the figures 1,714, he used the terminology "seventesn hundred and fourteen,” instead of
"one thousand sev%rb hundred and fourteen,” the latter bsing the method employed by the
previous inspectOr.1

Though, In 1869, Inspector Brodie could assert that "having examined schools in the
primeval period before the Code, and algo since, | wish to say that the resuit of my experi~nce
is that the Revised Code has In no way discouraged higygé teaching,” evidence is abui..ant
that the hlgq?;subjects did in fact receive less attention. The manifest reason is that they
did not pay. Many other teachers weuld have empathized with the log book entry of North
Street Wesleyan School, Bristol for 21 April 1871:

Belleving that one-fourth of the schoo! time that was devoted to subjects not
recognized by Government, and consequently, not paid for by grants, had the
effect of keeping a well-informed school, but of causirig the percentage results to
be lower than those of the schools that are mechanical in their working and unintel-
ligible in thelr tons; | have been compelied against my inzlination to arranq%éhat
less time be devoted to them in future, and more time to these that pay best.

Even where such subjects as gramruar, geography, or history continued to be taught,
they were generally set aside for the two or three months prior to the !nfggcmr's visit, in ordsr
that full time might be devoted to the sudl=cts which would be examin.d. This decline In the
higher subjects frequently heralded a dramatic change from the pre-1862 situation. Inspector
Bowstead, in 1866, spoke of that large number of intermediate typs schools, i.9., those neither
of the first nor of the lowsest rank, which besides teaching the three basic subjects in previous
years, "also cultivated the intelligence of the children” by teaching the higher subjects. He
acknowledgsd that in the old days, when the Government paid directly for the pupil-teachars,
the regular teachers had more time for the extra subjects. But, now, with a great reduction in
assistant teachers due to the schools being obliged to pay for them out of thei: own funds, the
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staff generally did not exist for a broad range of subjects. Ha concluded that while It may be
that the resding, writing, and clphering in such schools are better, on the whole, than they used
to be, [l am] percuaded that this gain, i gain there be, is more than balanced by the 10ss in
another direction.” It was also argued that teachers frequently ignored the extra subjects
bscause they rualized that there was generally hardly any time on the inspection day for the
H.M.L., if he did not have an assistant, to examine in these subjects. Undsr the oid Code,
however, there was usually much more time for testing subjects other than the three R’s and for
examining precesses as opposed to mere results. More attention was then pald by the inspsector
to the school premises, equipment, booke, methods of teaching, financial arrangements and so
on. There was geonerally a class examination i?%hlch the pupils, as a group, were assessed, as
opposed to the testing of each individual child.

Some H.M.l.’s were not particularly upsst about the falling off in the higher subjects,
arguing that when excessive attention was paid to them the three R’s might be adversely
affected. D. R. Fearon wrote in his 1876 work, School Ir.spector, that many schools

~those, for example, in rural districts, or those amld a very poor and fluctuating
population—coutld not really do justice to the elementary subjects, and at the same
time teach such subjects as geography, grammar, and history. And in so far as the
Revised Code forced such schools to give up thelr more tempting and showy ‘vgék,
and fo apply themsslves to the drudgery of the essentials, it did gocd ssrvice.

it was also pointed out that a pupil who failed his examination in the three R's in one
standard would have his work cut out to pass these subjects at a higher standard the foilowing
year (he was not allowed be presented twice in the same standard), never mind passing in a
higher subject. “To try to make such boys pass in geography or grammar a‘s& is to Imitate the
dog in the fabls who lost the substance by grasping at the shadow.” Nevertheless,
numerous ingpectors were adversely critical of the decline in subjects other than the three R's.
For exampie, in 1867, Mr. Alderson, though acknowledging that there appeared to be evidence
of a revival of geog:aphy in his schoo! district, belleved that it resembled arithmetic In that its
teaching wgg far toc mechanical, with children learning lists of stereotyplcal answers to stock
questiom;.1

it is informative to read the 1878 report of the distinguished H.M.l., Joshua Fitch. He
relatas that he had only recently examined Standard | in @ Board School where the sheer
mechanical accuracy of the answering could hardly be fauited. However, when he asked the
teacher what collactive lessons had been provided and how he had the pupils really think about
and understand what was being taught, the teacher replied that there was r.0 time for guch oral
discussion and that "all his time was taken up in fuifilling the precise requiremsnts of the
Cods.” Fitch told also of another school where, having asked the girls during an examination in
geography what was the language spoken in Australia, the mistress immediately objected that it
was unfair to include such a question in a geography examination. In yet anott.ar school, Fitch
states that out of 60 pupils presented to recite the opening 100 lines of the poem “The Prisonser
of Chjlign” only six had read the rest of this short poem or had been told the end of the
story. '™ Numerous H.M.l.’s told similar stories. For, under the regime of payment by results
there was a pervasive temptation to stress only the bare bones of the set curriculum-in
prescribing the point below which grants would not be paig éhe Education Department had
"determined the point beyond which instruction nsed not go.” &

After the Education Department issued the Minute of 20 February 1867, many schools

did begin teaching another subject, usually geography or grammar, the former reason that there
was n¢ time to teach them being conveniently forgotten now that there was .9 jure of a money
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payment."54 While some inspectors weicomsd this new rule, Matthew Arnold, for one, did not,
maintaining that mechanica! examination whether in higher subjscts or the three R's was totaily
anathema as far as true education was concarned:

More free play fcr the inspector, aad more free piay, in consequence, for _
the teacher, is what is wanted; and the Minute of February with its elaborate &
mechanism of the one-fifth and the three-fourths makes the new examination as
formal and lifeless as the old one. In the game of mechanical contrivances the j
teachers will in the end beat us; and as it is now found possibie, by ingenious
preparation, to get children through the Revised Code examination In reading, °
writing, and ciphering, without thair really knowing how to read, write, or cipher, so
it will with practice no doubt b3 found possible to gst the three-fourths of the
one-fifth of the children over six through the examination in grammar, ?gggraphy,
and history, without their really knowing any one of these three matiers.

it is clear that, more often than not, the higher subjects were not taught very well, as was
the case with reading, writing, and arithmetic. Nevertheless, though ihe three R's remained the
bread and butter of a school’s grant, as changefsénere made to successive Codes the
prominence given to the higher subjects increased. But, again, the chisf rationale for
teaching the latter was usually financial rather than truly educational. It is interesting to read an
1878 leiter of Robert Lowe to Lord George Hamilton, one of his successors as Vice-President of

the Committee of Councll, in which he criticized the examination of subjects other than the three
R’s: .

What happened was this: when | was at the Education Depariment, as my
eyes hurt me a good deal, whenover | went into the country | used to send to the
national school to ask them to let me have one or two boys and giris who couid
read well, and they were to come up to me and read in the evening. | found that
fews, if any, of these boys and girls could really read. They got over words of thres
syliables but five syliables completely stumped them. | therefore came ¢ the
conclusion that, as regards reading, writing and arithmetic, which are three
subjects which can be definitely tested, each child should either read or write a
passage, or do come simple sum of arithmetic, and the idiots who succesded me
have plied up on the top of the three R's &pass of class and spscific subjects
which they propose to test in the same way.

Robert Lows i8 sometimes uncritically depicted by commentators antagonistic to payment by
results as the arch villali behind all aspects of the system, but, as the above reveals, care

should be taken not to assign to him particuiars which postdated him and which he himseif might
not have approved.

The Examination Process

Most Victorians implicitly balleved in the efficacy of examinations and would have found
little to criticize in H. Holman’s 1898 declaration that “education without rosuitf;8 which can be
tested by a reasonably-conducted examinaiion, is a contradiction in terms.” 158 However,
many H.M.L's, the individuals who had actually to administer the examinations, cast a jaundiced
; oye at the process. While Matthew Arnold immediately springs to 1lgnbnd In this connection, other

Inspectors also were doubtful about assessing education by tests. For example, Mr. Stewart
remarksd, in 1854;




My own expeiience of schcol work leads me to think that it is scarcely
& possible to devise any form of limitsd examination of individuai children which wili
0 test all the really important points which a good teac{% has in view, and on which
3 the efficiency of every school more or iess depends.

Similarly, Mr. Campbell was ~cniemptuous of the notion that the mere pasrcentage of
examination passes was a worthwhile test of a school’s efficiency, arguing that such factors as
the overall discipline and tone, how childien relate to each other in class, the morality in the
: playground, the relation between the head teacher and his assistants, the 7qccuracy and
3 regularily with which all school records are maintained should also be assessed. ! it was 2lso
contended that examinations were faiiible, Inspector Harrison declaring, In 1881, that the
element of luck Is ever present in any test. Moreover, somo schools, he added, just happsen to
have more dull or clever pupils than others. Again, a teacher may fall sick at a critical period
and so jeopardize his puplis’ chances. in addition, some of the brightest chlldren may be
absent for some reason or other. Also, ¢ holiday just before the examination couid have an
unsettling effect, as indeed might the occasion of bad weather on the day of the examination.
Certainly, Harrison concluded, the msre percantage of passes was by no means always the
most rellable arbiter of a school’s true worth. Still, there was never any chance that the
: examination system would be eliminated, despite all the various arguments against their efficacy

and despite the manifest nervousness which they occasioned in children. However, some

argued that what was needed was to make the process less formidable. For instance, in 1868,
: Inspector Parez, sensibly suggested that managers should arrange for mock examinations to be
3 held periodically before the real day of Inspection and conducted by some neighboring
clergyman or someons else unkq%n to the children: ”If this plan ba adopted, the shyness of
the children will eoon wear off.” In fact, many schools did hold mock examinations and,
presumably, they did help to accustom chlldren somewhat to tho rigors of the real test.

It was often argued that an imporiant benefit of payment by results was its standard-
Ization of the testing process. For example, Inspactor Bowstead, though acknowledging that it
was “very laborious,” was happy that the new system of examination had eliminated much
uncertainty from the inspector’s job:

Under the Old Code there was a certain vagueness about the duties which
he had to perform, and a great diificulty in satisfying his own mind that he had
arrived at a true conclusion. Now he has a definite task before him, he knows
exactly how that tagk is to be acccmplished, and he feels, when it P done, that
there can be no mistake about tho official interpretation of its results. !4

Similarly, Inspector Barry saw it as an improvemens that "the inspector has a definite
standard by which to judge of results In each school.”! Noevertheless, there was often a
distinct lack of uniformity in examining. Some insp?%ors were stricter than others and failed
children who might have passed in another district. It was even said that some teachers,
when seeking a position, calculated the percentage of passes in dlff_? ent school districts and
were influenced by the scores in making their employment decision. ! Again, though most of
the H.M.l."s were honorabie and capable men, some were ill-suited to the job, having little ink-
ling of chiid psychology and pedagogy. A few were detested by teachers for their sadistic
delight in humiliating children, for asking them incomprehensible contexiyal questions totally
above their age level, and for their linguisticaily tricky dictation passages. James Runciman,
a spokesman for teachers’ rights, in his 1887 Schools and Scholars, was particularly acerbic in
his criticism of certain inspectors:

. . . at present | can only declare that, sooner than teach in an elementary
school, under any one of some score of inspectors whom ! could name, | would go
before the mast in a collier, or break stones In a casual ward-or, better than all,
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die. An inspector nead not have any brains, but he Is autocratic, whatever his
disposition and ability may be, and, if he is stuplid or %allgnant. he may make life a
perfect hell for the scholastic drudges in his district. !

The variation in the expectations and manner of H.M.l.'s inevitably ied to anxiety and
resentment among school managers and teachers. Some teachers became cunning, suiting their
teaching to the ways of an accustomed inspector, a ploy which sometimes resulted in panic
when a different cne arrived and conducted the examination according to a different method.
The subjective element in determining pass or fail was probably more evident in reading than in
writing or arithmetic, spelling and sums being either right or wrong. The lack of uniformity in
assessing reading was often due to the great varlation in difficulty of the reading books used in
the same standard in different schools. Inspector Pennethorne observed that 3rd Standard
books in one school were no more difficult than 1st Standard books in another, advising, there-
fore, "that if an authorized serles were published under the sanction of the Education Depart-
ment, we should be sure of obtaining carefully compiled an%bnstructlve books, and it would be
far more easy accurately to decide on passes and failures.” !

Before the introduction of the merit grant, there were no variations in the money given to
reward levels of answering. A particularly good performance by a puplil or a class received no
bonus; a bare pass was accounted the same as a distinguished one. It was often argued that
such 2 gystem failed to engender a striving to achleve excellence and that many teachers were
tompted just to aim for the lowest common denominator. Understandably, change was
frequently advocated, specifically, to institute different lovels of grants to correspond to varia-
tions in the scale of merit in answering. it was argued that proposals to implement a scale of
grants for different exarmlnation resulis were thoroughly in line with the principie of payment by
resuits. But it was to be twenty years after the introduction of payment by rasults that the merit
grant was instituted. However, then the criticism was frequently voiced that, complsmenting the
lack of uniformity in assessing the three R'’s, there was sometimes a great disparity in awarding
the merit grant. In fact, one inspector during the Cross Commission complained that all the
morit grant ac%rppllshed was "to reward the rich and favored schools and to punish the small
poor schools.” 9"

The propensity of schoolchildren, some might say the natural propensity, to copy during
tests, was certainly not dampened during the period of payment by results. In fact, it was prob-
ably exacerbated due to the eagerness of puplis to pass or, perhaps, their fear of falling. As
extenuating circumstances, it might be remarked, that schools were often small and crowded,
with children seated almost on top of each other. In such cases it would have been very difficult
for pupils not to see what was written on their neighbors’ slate or pags. Also, It is likely that in
some schools where copying was very axtensive on the examination day such "mutual helping”
was not excessively discouraged by teachers throughout the rest of the year. On the contrary, it
may even have been considered pedagogically useful, owing something perhaps to the former
widespread monitorial system.

However, ploys to fool the inspector were not confined to the pupils, for there were
frequent complaints that teachers sometimes endeavored to obtain copies of the arithmetic
questions set by the H.M.Ls in other schools and then drilled their pupils in them in the hope
that the same or similar questions would be asked in their own schools. F. H. Spencer rolates
that when he was a teacher he and his colleagues used to copy down the arithmetic questions
from the inspector’s cards and to forward them

to friends in other schools not yet examined in order that they might put in some

quite usefui practice. This was quite fair, so it appeared to us. Towards our
collsagues in other schools it was, indeed, chivalrous, for it gave them a chance of
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outdoing us; towards the inspectors we also considered it to be cricket: they were
our examiners, and it was lawful ‘oagutwlt them, if we could, by any device not
plainly in the nature of a verbal lie.
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However such a practice was viewed by some inspectors as cheating. Mr. Steele remarked that
ateacher’s acting in such a fashlon "is guilly of a fraudulent design; and If his design succeeds,
he is obtaining money and credit ?gafalse pretenses.” Stesle, accordingly, recommended that
sums be changed very frequentiy.
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By the final years of the nineteenth century, little remained of Lowe’s 1862 Revised
Code and payment by results was no more. In the foregoing pagas, the interpretation proffered
of this system of educational accountabllity has definitely tended towards the adversely critical.
The author contends that It was a system essentially anti-educationsl, illiberal, aiming at social
control; and one which, for the most part, remained, throughout its thirty-five year reign, true to
its mean-spirited, expediency-siressing beginnings. However, payment by results has not bean
seen by everyone in a pejorative light. In its own day, & number of modern revisionist critics, If
not lavish in thelr praise, have at least stressed that some aspacts ¢f the system were beneficiai
in their effects.

I L S 2 o e NI B S T s 4. T

As we have seen, the new educational system, introduced in 1862, was frequently :
lauded by H.M.l.'s, sometimes quite fuisomely. In 1869, Inspactor Temple was unequivocal: )

The Revised Cods has done unmixed good, and every additional year convinces
mo more and more of the wisdom of its framers, and makes me more determined
to protest and fight against any misrepresantation or misconception of it, whether
ignorant or willful. Education before the Revised Code was showy, fiashy, and
ungubstantial; it had no backbone; it was like tqu:ulpy creatures which, according
to Dr. Whewell, may exist in the pianet Jupiter.
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e A year oarlier, Inspector Watts, though admitting that the puplil-teacher system had besen
severely damaged by the Revised Code, concluded:

that the results it has produced are far in excese of those produced under the old
3 system; that dull children are no longer in danger of being neglected; that it is
doubly the interest of teachers to cultivate a wholesome acquaintance with the
parents of the children in their chargs; and that the prediction of its author has
been fully reallqgg. that if it would entail greater expense, it would at least secure
greatsr results.
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In an age suffused with the spirit of Utilitarianism, Inspector Byrne's 1866 comment
would have engendered favorable echoss: "The principle of payment by resuits is not only
sound in theary, but has approved itself in practice as easy of application as It is beneficent in
its 4r3ffecta."1 Just after the end of payment by results in 1888, H. Holman viewed the
preceding era in its own terms rather than from a later period’s superior sensibility:

N

Within the limits set by the code, and by the ideal which most people then had of
education for the poor, viz. an elementary knowlsdge of the three R’s, Mr. Lowe
had more than redeemed his promiges, for the work was, as compared with that
previously dore, both more effective and cheaper by nearly half a miilion pounds.
The author of the revised code is far too often exciusively reviled by critics as the
author of payment by results, and no regard is paid to the fact that he certainly
made the best of a bad business. . . . The results which he demanded and
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cbtained were at any rate better than the absence of results in respect of three-
fourths of the pupils, as had been previously the case. if for nothing else, Mr.
Lowe deserves our thanks for having perpe{rea}ed a blunder, which has been one
more step to our blundering out of blunders.

In like manner, D. W. Sylvester, in hic 1974 work on Robert Lowe, insists on the neces-
sity of studying the Revised C¢  and payment by results in the context of the second half of
nineteenth century Britain rather than that of a century later when the whole social, economic,
political, and, of course, educational climate is so different. Considered in its own historical
context, declares Sylvester, Lowe's syste% though by no means all good, was certainly not
worthy of condemnation on all sides either. 19® Similarly, John Hurt argues that a study of pay-
ment by results in the context of its own time reveals the difficulty of seeing ”"how the
administrative problems of the day could have been solved except by the introduction of some
form of objective test. In the state’s struggle for control over public education, the imposition of
a predominantly secular syllabus, in 1862, was an important prelude 1tg ghe breaking, elght years
later, of the monopoly previously enjoyed by the religicus societies.”

Yet, acknowledging the genera! backwardness of the infrastructure of Britain’s education
in the post-1862 era, the mistake of failing to treat historical tepics according to the terms of
their context, and also the fact, as Hurt points out, that no "golden age of school teaching”
existed before payment by results, thers is still no obligation to accept that the new system was
inevitable and that it was, in fact, of considerable benefit to the pupils. For it was bad,
frequently horrendously so; the sad thing was that a better system, with a little foresight and
daring, could have been implemented. Certainly, the great Victorian sage, Matthew Arnold, was
adamant that the educational system was so appalling that it could only be improved. Arnoid,
thirty-five years an H.M.l. and one who probably knew more about his nation’s schools than the
vast majority of his compatriots, over and over reiterated that England’s malaise was primarily
due to the inadequacies of the educational structure, payment by results coming in for
particularly harsh criticism. He insisted on the necessity of doing away with the mechanical
nature of the system, of broadening the curriculum so that puplis might be imbued with that
foundation so essentlal for the growth of his desired ”culture,” of treating children in a more
humane fashion, of improving the training and remuneration of teachers, of substituting true
education for the mere "machinery” of education, of eradlcating the pervasive Victorian notion
that economics, value for money, and education were inextricably intermingled. He repeatedly
advised that much could ;e learned from Continental educationai systems which were far more
enlightened than those existing In England and which, furthermore, did not employ the system of
payment by results.

Nor was Arnold alone in his antagonism to the domestic educational iniqulties and his
advocacy that far reaching changes were urgently required, especially the abandonment of
payment by results. Many others-teachers, educational theorists, social critics, intellsctuals,
spokesmen for the working classes-were vociferous in their condemnation of the mechanical,
routine, anti-educational, and thoroughly impersonal nature of this system, as becomes very
clear from a reading of the voluminous evidence presented to the Cross Commission which
reported in 1888. Moreovor, the teachings of Pestalozzi, Herbart, Froebel were becoming
increasingly known in England, perhaps the main ingredient of which was the insistence on
treating c.ildren as indlvidual persons requiring love, understanding, and respect, a notisn far
removed from the prevailing treatment of children as essentially grant earning entities. But it
seems that the Education Department, in the 186038 and 1870s especially, had litile inkling of
such educational theorists with their chi'd-centered approach to education. The bureaucrais
who Implemented and maintained payment by results for all these years just did not know very
much about children and pedagogical theories. Nevertheless, knowledge of child psychology
and pedegogical advances was available and could have been consulted to the great benefit of
the nation’ education. Cn the contrary, however, children were invariably seen in terms of
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money, the perscennel in the Education Department consistently f%isg to recognize “the sheer
futiity of attempting to reguiate education by economic laws.” But none of this was
inevitable. If the clvll servants and politicians had paid more attention to advances in educa-
tional and psychologicat theorles and had opened their eyes more to what was happening on the
Continent, elementary education might very well have proceeded along far different lines in the
latter half of the nineteenth century. i

Payment by results is also to be condemned for its rigid association with soclal control.
Particularly in the earlier years of the system, those wielding educational power treated the
children of the poot and workers as being necessarily and rightfully confined within the limits of
their subservient social class. Brian Simon quotes Tawney's view, expressed in 1924: "the
elementary schools of 1870 were intended in the main to prodl‘%cée1 an orderly, civil, obedient
population, with sufficient education to understand a command.” Payment by results was a
constituent part of an undoubtedly reactionary policy whicii provided an inferior education to
working class children, one of its principal aims being to strengthen social control and to hinder
upward moblility. For the most part, the three R’s were considered sufficient for such pupils.
What use were higher subjects for children who would inevitably become agricultural {aborers,
inland navigators, or unskilled factory workers at the age of eleven or twelve? In fact, advanced
knowledge might be distinctly dangerous in the wrong hands. Even when 7specific” and
"class” subjects were offered, they were more often than not considered as frills and, in very
practical terms, never worth very much for grant purposes. Though the latter were distinctly
more popular than the former, they were all consistently viewed as secondary to the basic
subjects and, as Selleck declares, throughout the whcle era the very nature of the grant system
"ensured that when the teacher Ioolsg% to the grant-bearing potential of the curriculum it was on
the Three R's that his eye first foll.”

In fine, payment by results was a nerrow, restrictive, Philistine system of educational
accountability which impeded for the second half of the nineteenth century any hope that
England’s slementary education might swiftly advance from its generally appalling condition
during the first half of the century when the theorles and practices scornad in the likes of
Dickens’ Hard Times were more the norm than the exception. If there is a lesson to be learned
from this dismal episode in England’s educational history, perhaps it is that true accountabillty in
education should not be facilely linked t0 mechanical examination resuits, for the pedagogical
methods employed to attain those results will themselves be surely mechanical and the educa-
tion of the children will be so much the worse.

REFERENCES
1. Ivor Morrish, Education Since 1800 (New York: Barnes and Moble, 1870), p. 11.
2. James Murphy, Church, State and Schoo!s in Britain, 1800-1970 (London: Routiodge and Kegan Paul, 1871), p. 17.
3. T.L. Jarman, Landmarks In the History of Education (New York: Phllosophical Library, 1952), p. 261.
4. H. C. Barnard, A History of Engligh Education From 1780 (London: University of London Pross, 1984), p. 09
5. P. W. Musgrave, Society and Education in England Since 1800 (London: Methuen, 1968), p. 21.
8 For the Concordat sse J. Stuart Maclure, Educational Documents England and Wales, 1816 1968 (London Chapmean and Hail,
968), pp. 46-47.
29

e 34




v SR ot

R

2
W
e

a

» st R o

7. Murphy, Church, State and Schools, p. 22. 8. Jarman, Landmarks, p. 260.
9. See Maciure, Educationg] Documents, pp. 5255,

10. Se» “Newcastio Commission, 1261,° Britigh Parllamentary Papers, Educstion Genersl (Shannon, Ireland: lrish University

e s 2F B T Lo i L

Frees, 1970), vol. 8, p. 815.
11 ibid., vol. 8, p. 24.
)
12. §. J. Curtis, History of Education In Qreat Britain (London: University Tutoria! Press, 1063), p. 249. %
|
18. Sarnard, Histry of English Educeticn, pp. 105-108. A major development occurred in 1858 whon due to the Increasing 3

eompmdtyoladmhwodngﬂnmnmodmuomlmnuwsdmﬂonDopummntmnubiuhodthonbyabaorblogﬁn
Committes of Council for Education. However, o one was made Minister, the position of Minlster of Education having to welt
until thig century 0 be creatsd.

s “
AU ey

P

i

14. E. G. West, Education and the Industrigl Revolution (New York: Barnes and Nubls, 1975), pp. 106-107; David Wardle, English
Popular Edvcgtion 17801975 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), p. 35: Peter Gordon and Denls Lawton, Cur-
tgviym Change in the Ninetesnth and Twentleth Centuries (Loncon: Hodder and Stoughton, 1978), p. 182,

AV g
.3"1‘4:"‘“,%?:\??“,_: RN

~
o

18. D. W. Syivester, Robert Lows and Education (London: Cambridge Univarsity Press, 1674), pp. 44-48; Donsld Mason, *Poellts
Qgpinion and the Genesis of Psyment by Resulis: the Trus Story of the Newcastle Commlssion,* History of Education 17, no. 4
(1988):277-279. !

[t4 .

@;f:.gv‘w).’- o
A

18. *Newcastlo Commission,” vol. 3, p. 87.

icbat

V)
‘o

17. ibld., vol. 8, p. 188. 18. Ibid., vol. 8, pp. 243.

A

7,

A7 T

19. Gordon &nd Lawton, Curriculum Change, p. 12.

8

“Newcasils Commission,” vol. §, p. 168; also p. 273, 21. Ibld., vol. 8, p. 157,

P pevr e
bt

%

. . 2ar
i AR I R I R R A L N TR T VNPT IR Vb

22, Musgrave, Soclety gand Education, p. 35.
23. Isaaz Sharplsss, English Education In the Etemontary snd Secondary Schools (New York: Applaton, 1897), p. 0.

24. Seo Sylvester, Robert Lowe, pp. 49-57.

Y AT

i;. 5. “Newcastlo Commission,” vol. 3, pp. 188-189; see also p. 225.

;u.,

&

z: 28. ibid., vol. S, p. 109. 27. Hansard, Third Sorles, 164, col. 724. 28. Ibld, col.726.

iy

29. ForthecuﬁmehépofmoacvisodcwommlphUncen'cwwom.wnbuuﬂyques%mw.befmumwm

mities on Education of 1885-1883, [Quotsd in Michae! Hyndman, Schools and Schooling In England and Wales: A Dogcumentary
History (London: Harper and Rowe, 1076), pp. 203-204})

an. Soe “Linute of the Right Honcurable The Lords of the Committee of the Privy Councll on Education Establishing & Revisod
Cods of Rogulations. 29 July, 1381.7 British Sesslonal Papers, House of Commons, (Londoa: HMSO, 1882}, vol. X1, p. 117,

par. &
31. Eeo Ibid., pp. 125 and 128, pars. 41, 48, and 47. 32. Hangard, Third Serles, 164, col. 734-735.
83. “Minute, 29 July, 1861, p. 125, psrs. 43 and 41 {d). 34. Henzard, Third Sorles, 184, col. 738.

30

Q 35

-
P S . o i




35.
2
o
i
‘N»Z
(AN
1%
I
g‘;f 36
:\/.
¥
4
e
i
fat
{:j 87.
L4
Y.
3
‘l\
&
5
3
far
1‘»
i
i
{ 38.
*
¥
K 40.
1
5
N
+
X
Y
%
3
}
i
Y
. 41.
N
H
£l
N 43.
b
¥
: 48.
F2d
©
‘
H
N
N 47.
4
: 51.
3
5.
¥
H
W
52.
b
=
H
: 53.
{
5
N
"3
3
3
¥
z
®
e Q
«. ERIC

Marckam doclares that “the evidence that he cared more for saving money than for setting standards Is formidable.” [A. J.
Marcham, “Recent Interpretations of the Revised Code of Education, 1382,” History of Education 8, no. 2 (1979):132] Selleck
quotes from a pamphlet of the Congregetiona! Board of Education 10 show that Lowe was not alone [n his advocscy of “iree
trade” in education: “H the opan compstition of the market secure the best and cheapest article, why should not the quelity of
educstion benefit by competition? . . . | say, then, that on thess, the lowsst grounds, it might be maintained that thers Is noth-
Ing In education and the machinery for promoting it, which removes i from the operation of those pofitico-sconomical laws that
regulate industry and the provision for our material wants.” [R. J. W. Selleck, The New Education {London: Pitman, 1988), p.
18)

2Coples of all Momorials and Letters which havo been sddressed to the Lord Predldant of the Councli or tg tha Secretary of the
Committee of Council on Education, on the Subject of the Revised Cde, by the Authorities of any Educational Soclaty, Board,
or Comenittes, or of any Tralning School.” British Sestlonsl Pepers, House of Commong, 1882, vol. XLI.

Jemes Kay Shuttieworth, “Letter to Lord Granvilie,” 4 Noveinber, 1881, ibld., p. 407. Lowe's advocacy of the economic
benefit of the Code was aiso attacked in the London Quarterly Review: it ic & low-bred, short-aighted, tallacious sconomy,
penny-wise and pound-foolish, altogether unworthy of statesmen and philanthropists; and the ecucational results sought to be
socured by the new regulations are not such as touch the cantid of the chikd’s nature, and reach the springs of moral feeling
and true Inteliigence, but are merely collateral and superficial; and, such ss they &rs, ere not likely to be secured by the New
Codo.” {London Quarterly Review, 17, no. 34 (January 1882):58¢)

Kay Shuttleworth, "Letier,” pp. 418, 416, 39. The Times, 28 September, 1831, p. 12b.

“1 believe they never could have hed children of their own, or, if they had, their sons and daughters could never have per-
formed what they wish these poor children t0 do. The Mlnute groups children into four clagses; the first class Is the ‘nfant.
school class, ranging from three years old 10 seven. We will just ses what tho Commitiee of Council requires ircm a child
three yoars of age befora he can get & faithing. The child is to read a narrative In monosyilables; is, In writing, to form on &
black boerd or slate, trom dictation, letters, capital and small; i arithmetic, to form on a black board or slata from dictation
figures up o 20, and to name &t sight, add, and subtract figures up to 10. (Laughter) | can only say that my chiidren were
never able to resch the black boarc at ths age of three yaare.” [Tae Times, 8 Octobor, 1881, p. 8f]

Tho Yimes, 11 December, 1861, p. 10d. 42. Thoe Quartarty Revisw 3, no. 221 (January 1862):113.
Tha XYimes, 2 November, 1881, p. 100. 44. Ibid., p. 10f, 45 ibld., p. 101.

At the time of the Commission there were 375,155 puplls In unassisted echoo!s with 917,255 In astisied. Moreover, 'n Oxford,
for example, out of 339 pariches of less than 600 population only 24 schools were connected with the Privy Councll; out of 245
parishes in Devon orly two were in connection with . And thers were other areas qulte as bad. [Hansard, Third Seriss 165
zols. 198-190)

ibld., col. 199, 48. Ibid., col. 202. 49. Ibid., col. 208. 80. Ibid., cols. 205, 206.

Lowe proposad that: “Tha munagers of echools may claim per scholar 1d. for every attendance after the first 100 at the morn-
Ing or aftarnoon meetings, and after the first 12 at the evening meeting of thelr school. One third part of the sum thus
claimable Is forfsited If the echoler falls to eatisty the inspector In reading, 620 third if In writing, ono-third if In arithmetic,
respoctively.” [ibld., col. 217] The attandance requirement was to stop children from being entsred just beforo the examina-
tion in order that they might obtain the grant. Lowe did not wish $o reward one schoo! for the work of another.

Ibid., cols. 217, 219, 222.

ibld., cols. 220-230. On the same day, 13 February 1882, Robart Lowe's supearior, Ea:| Granviile, made the same point regard-
Ing the cheap/efficlency facior In the House of Lords: If no improvement takes place In the instruction given, &nd If the defects
pointed out by the Commissloners continue, & great public oconomy will be sffoctad. On the contrary. if these defocts are

31

36

S
A Al Side AT

IR £ T,y F Am e Gt @

Vo ol T T v gie Lansan

1oy Lo v

nady 7ie et Mo,

Gea b, b weney’ AT adal




‘e

- r
=
DR

gy
AT

P Py S £ byt
ED :'5‘\73’15;3‘:"

w5

e

e e T s R

61.

{
:
i
r
<
<

RN B Ra Py S odin M M Road wtad oL DR B e n s As

70.

n.

% E l C
.5
QR s v enc
i >

s L 3, .
SR oS, 8y Bt g Ty i A

$ 7 s wm,
bty

removed, ! believe that the sliowance to the achoole will amount, after & very llitha time, o &Imost as much &s at presant. That
result, however, will be contemporaneous with snormously increased efficlency in the schools, and with a great Increase In the
amount of ussf* Instruction received by tha children.” [ibld. COls.178-174)

ibid., cal. 223. 85. Ibid., cols. 237-299.

Mary Sturt, The Education of the People: A History of Primary Educstion In England and Wales In tho Ninsteanth Century
(London: Routiedge and Kegan Paul, 1967), p. 240,

Ibld., col. 238. Lowe's attit o towards the education sppropriate to the ditferent clasass is very ciear in his address *Primary
wwmw'wwmdatsdlnbumhh1lo7:'mmmoughttoboodmudtodbchugot!ndmbswt
uponunm,ThcymouldmobooduuhdmtﬁwmylpmdmunddombahlghorculﬂvauonwbonunymtIt:mdtho
hlghuchmmhtwboodmbdhav«ydiﬂmtmmw.lnmmctﬂwymyuhlbhtotlnlon«clcmomtblghor
wmmwm.nnmmwm.mmmmm«m-[Rob.nwm.-m:nuymcmuweauu-
tion: An Addrass Delivered before the Philosophics! Institution of Edinburgh, on Friday, November 1, 1887 (Edinburgh: Ed-
monston and Douglas, 1887), p. 32]

Hansard, Third Serles 185, col. 242. 59. Ibid., col. 249.

WTW-MMMMMQMMMEMM%MM&MM
Day (New York: Macmilian, 1657}, p. 84. Do Montmorency speaks of “the immense length and the bitterneas of the debatss”
bolng'ovldmomngmtholdmw\owb}octmukmuponu'oeountry.'p.E.G. Do Montmorency, The Progress of
Educstion |n England (London: Knight, 1904), p. 121) :

For an overview of the roactions in educational journals see A. J. Macham, *The Ravigad Code of Education, 1882; Rein-
terpretations and Mizinterpratations* History of Education 10, no. 2 (1981), pp. 96-08.

Hansard, Third Serles 185, col. 907. Oan:hmthoNﬂwpmmd.nmmlmmminy.mammmmm
Mmmmummmmnmunmmmmm “The great evil of the Reviced Cods vas that it
mabluo!pdmandpoultluonﬁwmmmmm.WuﬂmymmlyudngwrMumemt
locoxmctlngpubucnmy.mdthrnyoughnobowtpocudmdmwhodatmtum. instead of belng treated as
genorous and noble mindsd men, who gave themeeives up disintorestedly 10 the grest causs of education.” {ibld., col. 1830-
1861)

The Times, 7 March, 1882, p. of. On the sams day, Earl Granville made the same point In the Lords. Ho also took pains to
disabuse critics of the notion that the Education Department by iis introduction of payment by results wes Intent on dlscourag-
ing the teaching of subjects other than the three R's. Suchwbbcumnonobomtodformevoryprm!curueononho
great difficulty in doing so: *It would not bo very easy, for oxample, 1o define the degree of sxceilencs In singing which should
entitls & school to pecunlary &1d.” [Hansard, Third Serlss 165, col .1150)

Ibld., cols. 1012-1013.

Matthew Amold, “The Twice-Ravised Code,” The Complote Pross Works of Matthow Arnold, od. R. H. Super, 11 vois. (Ann
Arbor: Unlversity of Michigan Prags, 1060-1977), 2:235.

Matthew Arnoid, *The ‘Principls of Examlnation.’® Ibld., 2:248. 67. Marcham, "Recont Interpretations,” pp. 126-127.
Hangard, Third Serles 168, col. 241. €9. Ibld., art. 51, p. xxiv.

“Instructions 0 Her Majesty's Inspactors of Schools upon the Administration of the Revised Code,” Report, 1862-63, art. 8. p.
xviil,

Report, 1866-67, pp. xevill-ciit.

32 37

o
;
e

N SN

s ATk

Lo o g ir g wa vy e

BRI N e b

RN iy

v

«warn del

sy




7 _({‘4‘

%

woR

FERIGSY:

3

o

e

Dty

R o

T o FARE N 2R
Poas . Phisd

pa

B

Redort, 1671-72. “New Code (1872),” art. 21, p. boadi; 2190 *Fourth Schedude,® pp. xeviil-xcix,

Boport, 187473, *Now Code (1875),® arte. 19 and 21, pp. cxivi-cxivill,

mm “New Cods (1882),” ert. 100, p. 124.

Bapcrt, 1900-91, *New Code (1801),° art. 101, pars. a and f, pp. 131-133.

bld., srt. 101, par. b, p. 132,

Beport, 1004-65, p. xI. See *The Day School Cods (1895),” ibld., art. 84, par. b, p. 326,

Sylvaater, Robert Lowe, p. 82. 70. HM.1. Ballairs, Roport, 198485, p. 16.

see Synge, Report, 1871-72, p. 179 (horeatier all surnames praceding Regort ere those of H.M.1.'s).

P. David Eliis, “The Effects of the Revised Code of Education in the West Riding of Yorkehire,* Journa! of Educational Ad-
minigtrgtion gnd Higtory 19, no. 1 (January 1937), p.9. Ses sheo: Synge, Fecort, 1989-87, p. 315; Alington, Beport, 1673-74,
p. 43; Hughes, Regort, 1873-74, pp. 100-110; oandford, Report, 1830-81, p. 372,

Robingon, Report, 1867-88, p. 21S. Soe Seliack, New Educgtion, p. S2.

Robinson, Report, 1887-68, p. 214.

G. A, N. Lowindes, Yhe Slient Socig! Revolution: An Aggount of Public Education In England and Wales 1265-1085. (London:
Oxtord Universily Press, 1004), p. 11.

Kennedy, Raport, 1807-68, p. 171. See also Blans, Report, 1867-8. p. 79.
Campbeil, Report, 1867-88, p. 133. 87. Bowsterd, Report, 1364-05, p. 162.
Soo Lowndes, Slient Soclal Revolution, p. 11; Tropp, School Teschars, p. ©8; John F. Mann, Education (London: Pitman,

1079), p. 11; E. C. Edmonds, The School inspactor (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul; New York: Humanities Preas, 1962),
p. 81,

f. J. Montgomery, Exgminations; An Acgount of tholr Evolution g Administrative Devices jn England (Pittsburgh: Unlversity of
Pitisbusgh Press, 1907), p. 40. See &lso Dunford, Her Malesty's [navectorste of Schools In England gand Wales 1860-1870
{Leeds: Mussum of the History of Education, University of Leeds, 1880), p. 49.

W. H. G. Armytage, Four Hundred Years of English Education (London: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 125. See also
Ellls, *Effects of Revised Code,” p. 4; Jeanstte 3. Coithem, “Educational Accountabllity: An English Experiment and lts
Outcome,® School Review 81, no. 1 (Nov. 1872):28.

Wardle, English Populer Education, p. 107. Seo also Curtls, History of Educatiion, p. 267.

Bizkiston, Report, 1869-70. p. 88. See also Johnstons, Report, 1887-89, p. 158; Parez, Report, 1876-77, p. 535.

Binna, Report, 1645-88, p. 63.

Waddington, Repori, 1872-73, p. 104. Seo alzo Watkins, Raport, 1872-73, p. 216; Waddington, Report, 1876-77. p. 814;
Cempbell, Report, 1880-81, p. 227; Pickard, Report, 1682-83. p. 414.

See, for sxample, Warburton, Report, 1885-68, p. 224; Fusssll, Report, 1888-87, p. 75.

VN
LY
Tow oy .
e x e WA LT

R
L8 <57

.
b,

g}

R P o R R A

i ",,3 Egh;

T

:3;\-;, %

3

+ D e 0, e,

U

i, mt B,

A

r b
pru sy o

R IR ]

e

ssi6d o St




8. Edmonds, School Ingpector, p. 77. ©7. Robinson, Raport, 1389-70, p. 196.

?
£
kS

3. Keanedy, Raport, 1087-68, p. 150. See also Stewart, Beport, 1884-85, pp. 145-8; Stowart, Report, 1836-87, p. 212; M.
Amold, Report, 1087-68, po. 282-203; Robinson, Begoct, 100588, p.169. A foreign commentator, Lucwlg Wiese, writing in
18nmﬂgatodmmonmbo!nglnnmnadenutdybythomwmm: “and whan it can be publicly sald that

o A Lay (U gt L
e ‘ng";{ﬂ; R A
Sy sy

e
P

e mymmmmwofmhmnwmxudﬂm.thonumlyoom!hlnglsuﬂlromnlnﬁnubody }
a &nd rsquiros & healing hand.” [Ludwig Wiese, German Letters on English Education, trans. Leonhard Schitx (New York: Put- *
2 nam, 1676), p. 264] '
58 ;
:* 9. Johnstone, Reort, 1667:88, p. 158. Asher Tropp ergues that 3alaries decreased only slightly though admitiecly at & time of

mlngpdcw'nnmgoumyouwﬂﬂcabdmuwknﬁm&sm1u1to&'l!nﬂ“nndﬁnnroummlmmk
stood at £93.7 [Tropp, School Teschers, p. 66 and note 9]. Gee also Sharpless, Engfish Education, p. 26.

100. Watkins, Report, 187273, p. 218, 101. Temple, Report, 134588, p. 218.

YT RSNt I
SEE e ad vk R Ta g s 4

A

¥

102. Bowstead, Report, 1886-87, p. 248. See also Gream, Report, 1834-85, p. 84; Thomas, Report, 186887, p. 217.

RN
o NaT e

-

oA

103, See Rics Byme, Beport, 1864-65, p. 34; Frasar, Beport, 188588, p. 99: Renout, Report, 1867-88. p. S71; Fussell, Report,
1888-80. p. 104; Du Port, Report, 1872.73, p. 76: Smith, Regort, 1872-73, pp. 125-128; Stokes, Report, 188182, p. 443;
Biandford, Report, 1880-01, p. 850. Hevertheless, class examination, introduced by tho 1878 Cods for gramniar, geagraphy,
and history, was welcomed by & number of inspectors. For example, Mr. Sandford declared that it is eesier In an oral ex-
amination 10 test the Inteligenos of a class than tho proficiency of individual childred, The latier !t ept 0 become a much
mmmmwmmmunm.'[smcm.mmgﬂ, P.'857] Two years later, inspector Holmes
Wmt-mwmmmmmmmmzwng.mtmmommm
dmdmn.mlouo!whleh.vhonpcymombyrownamlmotmbn.wuaodaeplydambymanymnofoxpedenee.
teachers es well a3 Inspectors.” [Holmes, Report, 18678-79, p. 601]

NS s peas

g Mg, S s

.
3

- en T e

N A S, mp e

104. Ses Howard, Report, 1880-87, p. 118; Fusssll, Bepoxrt, 188867, p. o1; E. P. Amold, Report, 180589, p. 25; Moyrick, Report,
1885-68. p. 145; Bonner, Roport, 1867-63, p. 124; Robinson, Report, 1847-88, pp. 218-217.

105. Perez, Ropor:, 1386-87, p. 148.

106. Auberon Herbert, The Secrifics of Education to Examination (London and Edinburgh: Willlams and Northgats, 1889), p. 505.
mmmm«ﬂmudmmmududmmoﬂhodwwwplu:'kdounotpaylhoma:torofalugocchocl:o
dovouh!mw‘fto&nudnnoommothlsbwboya;Hlnhacmmwﬂuguntonlyhoknmhuﬂmwwbomm
profitably employed In securing the universal scquirement of the amount of knowledge necessary to cbialn & pass. Thus the
olomwtlryachoohnuwudoprlvoddvrhat\vou!dbotommyﬁnmlnmo:ﬁngpanofﬂze!rwork.andmoupperboythu
to obtaln that axtra csre and atiention which in a higher grade schoo! Is alinost universally bestowed on thelr superior
abliities.” [Swettsnham, Report, 1877-78, p. 658]

107. Alderson, Ropo. | 1805-68, p. 248. Soo also M. Amold, Report, 1876-77, p. 403.
108. Glllien Sutherland, Elsmemtary Education in the Ningtaenth Qontury (London: Tho Historical Assoclation, 1971), p. 41.
109. Oaksley, Roport, 1873-74, p. 139; seo al2G Tinling, Report, 1634-85, p. 154.

110. Seo Waddington, Roport, 1878-77, p. 621; Nutt, Roport, 1868-67, p. 141, Binns, Roport, 1865-83. p. 61, Binns, Report, 1873-

74, pp. 70-71.
111, However, o0 Wilde, Report, 1870-71, p. 242, 112, Tregarthen, Report, 1848-89, pp. 256-259.
113. Mary Sturt, Education of the Pegple, p. 268, 114, Binns, Report, 1885-88. p. 61.

TPy Y A vy

Gt

£

Q
ERI

<
%
Fa— ox
L Y N e R SR ) Pt s T ST P A et

e R N hd J




118.
" oam
118,
119,
120,
122
124
125,
128.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131,
& 132,
s 133,
&
#,
iig',
o 137.
138.
130.
s Q

o provdudvr ic I > cry

Siokes, Maport, 1047, p. 262. See aleo: Wasburton, Becort, 188508, p. 225; Kos, Reyort, 1984-63. p. 107; Waddington,
mm P. 201; Bandiord, Bepoct. 100840, pp. 78-77; Moncreltf, Raport, 1963-98, . 154; Noward, Regort, 1000-67,
wr-nmmm P. 225; Bowstead, Repoct, 100047, p. 245: Wilde, Report, 1870-71, 9. 242,

Blane, Beport, 1047-08, . 79.

See Wide, Report, 1870-71, 1. 244; Binns, Baport, 1635-84. p. &8

Konoedy, Fport, 187778, p. 483.

Alerson, Flaporl, 1967-08, . 288. Goe alwo Mitchell, Paport, 188308, p. 131; Peanethome, Peport, 187578, p. S85;
Johmtone, Meport, 1800-81, p. 352.

Smith, Regort, 1870-71, p. 106. 12.. See Fuseoll, Report, 1078-77, p. 481.
Sickos, Repoet, 187%-74, p. 208. 123. Kennedy, Report, 1877-78, p. 483.
See Bany, Bopodt, 1973-74. p. 83

Mitchell, Bgdost, 1965-08, p. 123. See also Miichel, Report, 1884-85, p. 114; Mitchell, Recort, 1843-80, p. 131; Sandlord,
Beport, 180687, p. 202; Tregerthen, Report, 186847, p. 228.

Blakiston, Report, 1087-04. p. 100. See Capel, Roport, 1202-09, pp. 58-50; Gream, Ryport, 187475, p. 62; Claughton, Report,
1779, p. 528,

See Sooltock, fleport, 186568, p. 2060; Bowstead, Report, 183485, p. 184; Barry, Report, 168588, p. 48; Caps!, Report,
387071, p. 44,

Keanedy, Renort, 1867-83, p. 173.

Charles Birchenough, Hisiory of Elementary Education [n Engiand snd Walos from 1800 to the Pragent Day  (London: Univer-
slty Tutorlal Press, 1930), p. 347,

F. Storr (ad ), Life gand Remaing ¢f the Rey, R, H, Quick (London and New York: Macmilian, 1699), pp. 148-147. As 0ne who
was &t school during the tkne of payment by results put it “Litlle or no notice war takea of a chiid's health, comfort or weil-
boing; thet was someone else’s businoss, oertalnly not the achooimasier’s.” [John Burnett (ed.), Destiny Obscure;
Autobiograchles of Chiichood, Education and Family from the 18208 1o ihe 19208 {London: Penguln, 1682), p. 198]

Richerd Bourne and Brian MacArthur, The Struoghs for Educetion 1870-1970; A Pictorial History of Populer Education and the
Naligna] Union of Teachers (Londos: Schoolmester Pubiishing Co., £1970), p. 21.

A. J. Swinburno, Memoriee of 8 Schoo] Ingpector; Thirty-Five Years in Lancashire gnd Suffolk (Published by the euthor, 1612),
PP. 77-7T8. See aleo Siorr, Life and Remaing, p. 128; Lowndes, Sllent Soclal Revolution, p. 1.

Burnett, Destiny Odecure, p. 104. 134. Ees Johnstone, Report, 1876-77, p. 505.
Parez, Report, 187877, p. 529, 136. Aldereon, Rooort, 1893.88, p. 248.

Bellairs, Report, 1671-72, p. 32; eoo also Balmer, Roport, 1876-77, p. 423; Stewart, Roport, 1877-78, p. 642; Stewart, Report,
1879-80. pp. 397395,

Quotsd In John Lawson and Harold Sitver, A Soclat History of Education In England (London: Msthuen, 1973), pp. 200-291.

Hutt, Raport, 1884-¢5, p. 119.

T4

AL
¥ ey s pe A

Ly

R
s,

Y g 2 e
Hpnt 2 L AHUET oy

"o,
SN

4

3% M ¢

+,
v

oo ! ol it 76

YA

-
SIS

s b um  t ede b v

N gy v g g <y

o e gt

(e -

fn e

hen swws vt e w e i

‘



CAGRREE e BN R o,

Ny Sary

el TeRT XD

e

FD T E b

E

140.

141,

142.

143.

144,

145,

145,

147.

148.

148,

150.

151,

185,

157.

158.

158.

160.

161.

Morell, Report, 1864-65, p. 185; 224 also Harnaman, Raport, 1589-70, po. 187-138.

Kaanedy, Repurt, 1388-70, p. 158.

Soe, for examplo, Birley, Roport, 1884-85, p. 30; Nutt, Raport, 188485, p. 120; Fitch, Report, 1887-88, p. 341; Sandford,
Report, 1880-81, p. 375.

Tregarthen, Report, 1870-71, p. 221.

CGampbeli, Report, 1837-83, p. 134. See aleo: Waddinglon, Report, 1679:280, p. 433; Warburton, Heport, 185788, po. 256
87, Howard, Report, 185867, p. 112; Watkins, Report, 1897-88, pp. 274-275; Alderson, Roport, 1867-68, pp. 288-287:
/ington, Report, 1969-7), p. 22; Renouf, Report, 1889-70, . 363; Watkine, Report, 187273, p. 217; Alderton, Report, 1873-
:4, p. 30; Boyle, Beport, 167677, pp. 438-43¢; Johnstone, Repodt, 1876.77, p. 504: Rice-Wiggins, Raport, 187877, p. 547;
Stewart, Report, 1677-78, p. 543; Coward, Report, 1891-82, p. $55.

See, for example, Sharpe, Rapert, 1885-68, p. 20¢; Robinson, Report, 1857-88, ?217; Sharpe, Report, 1889-79, p. 223; Pryce,
Ropont, 1870-71, p. 153; Barry, Raport, 189162, p. 330.

Stakiston, Roport, 1834-85, p. 270. See als0 E. . Snoyd-Kynnersisy, H.M.L: Soms Passages In the Lifs of Ons of HM. In-
spectors of Schools {London: Mscmillan, 1908), p. 4.

Torple, Report, 1868-70, p. 239.

Seo Fussell, Rsport, 1868-67, p. 76; Christopher Martin, A Short History of Engilsh Schools 1750-1865 (U.K.: Wayland, 1879},
p. 50.

Wilkinzon, Report, 1879-80, p. 451.

See for exampio Campbell, Rgport, 1887-88, p. 134; Moreli, Roport, 1888-89, p. 290; Sharpa, Report, 1873-74, p. 193; Pen-
nethorne, Report, 1875-78, p. &0.

Robinzon, Roport, 1837-83, p. 218; alzo Aldsrson, Raport, 1887-68, pp. 285-288.

Routledge, Raport, 1883-69, p. 185. Seo slso Mutt, Report, 1888-87, p. 141.

Brodie, Raport, 1888-70, p. 307.

Seo for exampl:. iorell, Report, 1834-85, p. 185; Waddington, Repont, 188485, p. 193; Barry, Report, 188588, p. 49; King,
Hoport, 199569, p. 137; Moyrick, Report, 186568, p. 145; Bymo, Rgport, 1688-67, p. 32; Howard, Report, 1886-87, . 114;
Mitchell, Roport, 1888-67, p. 128; Kenr.ady, Report, 186788, p. 170; Barry, Report, 1889-70, p. 69.

Gordon snd Lawton, Curriculum Changs, p. 164. 15C. Seo Nutt, Report, 1886-87, p. 140
Bowstoad, Boport, 1888-87, p. 247.

Ses Morell, Report, 1884-85, p. 184; Horzce, Roport, 1884-65, p. 198, Wadaington, Report, 1868-87, p. 278.

D. R. Fearon, School Ingpection (London: Macmilian, 1878), p. 44. Ses also Routledge. Report, 1888-89, p 187; Sandford.
Report, 1876-77, p. 558.

Cap=!, Roport, 1882-89, p. 82.
Aldsrson, Roport, 1887-88. Soo also Morroil, Report, 1868-89. p 291

36

(YN
p=i

Lopa b




182.

183.

184,

185,

1¢€8.

167.

164.

169,

.

173.

175.

178.

177.

178.

178.

181.

182

183.

185,

187.

189

190.

192.

Fitch, Regort, 18779, p. 553, it should be pointed out that nire ysars esrller in 18289 Fltch had sireesed that the
“mechanical® character of the instruction wes more the fauit of the tsechers than of the Ravisad Codo itseif. [Fitch, Report,
1890-70, pp. 326-327]

Bellairs, Report, 1838-69, p. 2. See also €. P. Amold, Raport, 1885-88, pp. 23-24; Johnstone, Report, 1867-88, p. 157.
Blandford, Report, 1857-88, p. 116.

M. Amold, Repart, 188733, p. 297. Ses alsc M Arnold, Report, 1871-72, p. 29; Bowstead, Report, 1872.73, p. 47; Bsilalrs,
Report, 1871-72, p. 32; Campball, Report, 1872.73, p. 60; Fusssll, Report, 1872-73, p. 88.

Byrne, Report, 1868-80, p. 43; Alington, Report, 1859-70, p. 29; Robinson, Report, 18569-70, p. i68; Brodls, Rgport, 1872-73,
p- 51; Moncrelft, Report, 1875-78, p. 580. See, howeves, Johnstone, Raport, 1880-81, p. 350.

Quotsd In Norman Morrls, “An Historian's View of Exsminations,” in Examingtions 2nd Englich Education, ed. Stephen
Wiseman (Manchesier: Manchsaster University Press, 1081), pp. 8-0.

. Holman, English Kationc Education: A Sketch of thy Rise oi Public Elamautary Schools In England (London: Blackle, 1898),
p. 473,

Sa0 Balmer, Report, 1850-91, p. 244. 170. Stewart, Report, 18684-85, p. 150.
Campbell, Regost, 1850-81, p. 276, 172. Harricon, Report, 1881-82, p. 817.
Parez, Raport, 1898-87, p. 156. 174. Bowstsad, Report, 1884-85, p. 181,

Barry, Roport, 188548, p. 47.
E. P. Arnold, Repyrt, 188586, p. 22; Bowstead, Roport, 1872.73, pp. 48-46, Blakiston, Report, 1878-79, p. 478.
Bellalrs, Roport, 1871-72, p. 34.

Stuart Maclure, Ons Hundred Years of London cducation; 1870-1970 (London: Penguin, 1870), p. 63.

Michasl Hyndman, Schoolz and Schooling, p. 33.  180. Pennethorne, Report, 187578, pp. 378-79.

Quotsd In Merjorle Crulckehank, Church and Stats in English Educatinn 1870 to the Preszent Day (New York. St. Martin s
Pross, 1963), p. 37.

Spencer, Inspactor's Tegtamort, p. 92. See alto Swinbu we, Mamories, p. 77, Dunford. Her Majesty's inspectorats. p 30.
Stecls, Report, 1676-77, pp. 586-87. 184. Templs, Report, 18€9-70, p. 238.
Viatts, Report, 1888-89, pp. 263-2684. 1e8. Byrna, Repurt, 1888-67, p. 42.

Holmen, English Nstional Educeation, pp. 170-171.  188. Sylvester, Robert Lowe, Ch. 5 passim.

John Hurt, Education In Svolution Chuy.ch, State, Soclety and Popular Sducation 1800-187¢ {London Rupart Han-Da.:s, 1971),
p. 222,

Edmands, S¢chool inspector, . 78. 1981. Quoted In Simon, Education and the Labour Movement, p. 119

Sellock, New Education, p. 30.

a7 42




